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ABSTRACT 
TRAINING PARENTS IN THE EVALUATION OF THE 
INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PLAN (IEP) PROCESS 
FEBRUARY, 1992 
DENISE ANNE GERVAIS O’CONNELL, B.S. FITCHBURG STATE COLLEGE 
M. ED. FITCHBURG STATE COLLEGE 
Ed. D. UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Directed by: Dr. Patricia Gillespie-Silver 
Active parental involvement in the special education 
process has historically been emphasized. In addition, 
legal impetus (94-142, 766) has been provided for this 
active involvement. However, research has indicated that 
some educators tend to disregard, manipulate, and often 
intimidate parents during special education TEAM meetings, 
thus violating their due process rights. As a result, 
parental involvement in the Team process and development of 
the IEP document has continued to be lacking. 
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The purpose of this study was to investigate parental 
attitudes toward the Team process and the IEP document and 
to implement a training program designed to assist parents 
in the development of the skills necessary to critically 
analyze their child's IEP document's effectiveness. The 
underlying theory behind the training program was, that 
given the appropriate training and information, parental 
skills to effectively participate in the Team meeting and 
development of the IEP document would increase. 
A group of 15 parents from the central Massachusetts 
area participated in this study. Their experiences within 
Special Education ranged from 3 months to 11 years. 
Severity of the handicapping conditions of their children 
ranged from speech/language services to full time special 
education. A pre/post test design was utilized to evaluate 
parental perception of the Team process and IEP evaluative 
skills. Based on the data gleaned from this research, the 
following has been concluded: 1) in spite of 17 years of 
mandated involvement in the Team process and development of 
the IEP document at the Team level, the parents; a) view the 
child's IEP as not being the product of the entire Team's 
input, and b) indicated that they did not participate in the 
development of the document. In regards to qualitative 
effectiveness of the IEP, it was determined that: 1) the 
student profile section; a) did not contain all of the 
mandated information, and b) was not concisely written. In 
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addition, other information (teaching strategies, service 
delivery and plan duration) was not contained within. 
In spite of their passive roles, the parents generally 
expressed satisfaction with their child's program and IEP 
document. The need for parent training and professional 
staff development was cited. 
viii 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Statement of Problem 
Active parental participation and involvement in the 
education of children has historically been of significance. 
Parents, as well as educators, have maintained that support 
and an ongoing communicative home/school relationship is a 
catalyst in the insurance of students receiving their 
maximum educational benefit (Hoover-Demsey, Bassler, and 
Brissie, 1987). Renewed interest in this issue has been 
sparked by the National Commission on Excellence in 
Education's report "A Nation at Risk" (1983). The 
Commission members contend that parents convey their beliefs 
regarding education's importance and significance to their 
children. Therefore, the need for parents to become active, 
appropriate models for their children is emphasized. 
Gallup (1986) polled parents in regard to their 
involvement in the school stetting. The results of this 
poll indicated that parents desire increased school contact. 
Research of teacher opinions regarding parent involvement 
indicate that teachers view this involvement in a positive 
manner (NEA, 1981). Despite the desire for and positive 
effects of active parental involvement, the research reveals 
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that difficulties exist in achieving this goal (Vaughan, 
Bos, Harrell, and Lasky, 1988; Lynch and Stein, 1987; 
Hoover-Dempsey et al, 1987; Leyser, 1985). This situation 
closely parallels that of the field of special education. 
The critical difference is that special education parental 
involvement is mandated on both a state (Massachusetts, 
Chapter 766) and a federal level (P.L. 94-142). It is a 
result of this mandate and the positive effects of active 
parental involvement that professionals and parents alike 
must strive for the realization of a true partnership 
(Abramson, Wilson, Yosida, and Haggerty, 1983). 
Expectations for active parental involvement in the 
field of special education has a strong legal emphasis. 
This emphasis emanates from two well known laws, one being 
Massachusetts Chapter 766 and the other being Federal law 
P.L. 94-142. The advent of these laws (which are similar in 
content) brought about many changes in all aspects of 
service delivery to handicapped children including the 
requirement of active parental participation in the special 
education process and the development of the Individualized 
Educational Plan (IEP). Although legal impetus has been 
provided for parental involvement, recent research indicates 
that the impact of these laws has been to increase the lines 
of home/school communication without encouraging active 
parental educational involvement (Yanok and Derubertis, 
1989). The research further reveals that some educators 
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continue to disregard, manipulate and often intimidate 
parents during IEP TEAM meetings, thus violating parents’ 
due process rights (Darling, Fiscus, and Mandel, 1983; Kroth 
and Otten, 1982; McAffee and Vergason, 1979). In spite of 
the legal mandates and the realization of the importance of 
parental Involvement in the special education process, 
research historically indicates that active parental 
participation in the IEP process continues to be lacking 
(Yoshida, Fenton, Kaufman, and Maxwell, 1978; Scanlon, 
Arica, and Phelps, 1981; Gerber, Banbury, Miller, and 
Griffin, 1986; Vaughan, Bos, Harrell, and Lasky, 1988). 
In summary, the research has indicated that parental 
involvement in the IEP process has been beneficial to 
students on both an academic and social level (Abramson, 
Wilson, Yoshida, and Haggerty, 1983). The importance of 
involving parents in every state of the IEP decision making 
process and the provision of information that involves 
parents as co-equals in this process has been emphasized 
(Gillespie-Silver and Schacter, 1980). It appears that 
despite the documentation of the need for, and the positive 
effects of parental involvement in this process, the 
educational system continues to be lacking in the 
utilization and encouragement of active parental 
participation. This is unfortunate as the value of parental 
involvement has been documented and it is this lack that 
will be addressed in the ensuing study. 
A 
Purpose of Study 
Parents and teachers alike have indicated a desire for 
increased interactions (Gallup, 1986; NEA, 1981). The IEP 
document has been viewed by Turnbull, Strickland, and Hammer 
(1978) as a catalyst for a more individualized and specified 
approach to the education of the handicapped, as well as 
increasing educational accountability and fostering the 
shared decision making process between parents and teachers 
alike. The IEP document and TEAM process has the potential 
to become the effective mechanism for improving the 
education for and communication between special needs 
students, parents, and teachers alike. The literature 
indicates that parents have historically not been actively 
involved in the TEAM process (Yoshida et al., 1978; 
Goldstein, Strickland, Turnbull and Curry, 1980; Turnbull 
and Turnbull, 1982; Vaughan et al, 1988). The parent role 
has tended to be passive, non participatory one (Gilliam and 
Coleman, 1981), and this trend appears to continue (Vaughan 
et al, 1988). Turnbull and Turnbull (1980) stress that 
parental passivity cannot be interpreted as parental 
preference. As a result, the need to address, and the 
potential positive resultant effect of change in this 
situation, are indicated. 
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This researcher's interest in parental involvement in 
the IEP process is a result of twelve years of experience in 
the field of special education. Personal experiences have 
revealed that parents are often ignored, intimidated, and 
even deceived in regards to their child's needs and what in 
fact may be the most appropriate educational placement. 
IEP's are often not written as the result of the TEAM 
process but rather by one individual (usually the receiving 
teacher) who in many cases did not even attend the TEAM 
meeting. It is difficult to guarantee that a truly 
individualized, appropriate plan is being written under such 
circumstances. The current practices employed in IEP 
development are unfortunate as the IEP has the potential to 
significantly assist teachers in making proper judgments 
regarding educational placement if the development and 
implementation of the plan is soundly based (Turnbull, 
Strickland, and Hammer, 1978). 
As a result of the present situation, the need for 
"parent empowerment" is indicted (Polifka, 1981; Lynch and 
Stein, 1987; Leyser, 1988; Swick, 1988; Yanok and 
Derubertis, 1989). Parents who are informed in regards to 
their child's educational program and their related needs 
(empowered), are more viable and productive in both their 
family and community interactions, and as a result more in 
tune to their children's needs (Swick, 1988). Therefore, 
the purpose of this study is to investigate parental 
attitudes toward the IEP document and to develop a training 
program for parents of special needs students specifically 
in regards to the analysis of IEP document's effectiveness 
with resultant effects being the provision of information 
and the preparation of parents to adequately respond to 
their child's special education needs. 
Significance of Study 
This study is significant because the need for 
increased parental involvement and the development of 
appropriate training models have been indicated. Gillespie 
Silver (1978) suggested that in order for change to occur: 
1. The place to begin change is at the point where 
some stress and strain exist (i.e. the problem of the lack 
of parental involvement in the special education process). 
Stress as a result becomes a motivational factor for change 
2. The effectiveness of planned change is directly 
related to the degree to which members at levels of an 
institutional hierarchy take part in the fact finding, 
diagnosis of needed change, and formulation and reality 
testing of the goals and programs of change (i.e. the 
involvement of parents in the TEAM process as "co-equals"). 
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3. Training directly related to a systems’s issue is 
more effective. Thus a relevant need exists and change 
should occur as a result. 
Therefore, schools must strive to communicate to 
parents that educational collaboration opportunities do, in 
fact, exist (Yanok and Derubertis, 1989), and, as a result, 
parents and professionals must work together to develop 
collaboratives that are strengthened and result in parents 
and teachers who are more responsive to the needs of their 
children. 
It is intended that the results of this study will be 
of interest to school systems (both teachers and 
administrators) and state and local parent/child advocacy 
groups who deal with the special education population. 
Examining the results of the parent training model, should 
provide information that would be helpful to those 
interested in initiating such a program in their specific 
school system or agency. Further, state departments of 
education may wish to utilize this information in the 
development of recommendations for increased parental 
involvement at the local agency level. 
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Assumptions 
This study is based on the premise that parents and 
professionals should be involved as co-equals in the IEP 
TEAM process. It further assumes that empowerment will 
enable parents to become active, involved, contributing 
members of the TEAM, thus helping to insure that a truly 
appropriate, individualized IEP will be written and 
implemented. 
Definition of Terms 
1. Chapter 766: A Massachusetts law passed in 1972 
which reformed the rights of special needs children for a 
free, appropriate public education. The law identifies 
special services versus diagnostic labels. Parent 
participation is required in all phases of referral, 
evaluation, and program planning for special needs children, 
and offers a hearing system as a means of appeal when 
program dissatisfaction occurs. The law requires that 
school systems assure service delivery even if the purchase 
of out of district of addition services is required. It Is 
similar in content to the federal law P.L. 94-142. 
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2. Children With Disabilities: Those children 
evaluated according to federal guidelines as being mentally 
retarded, hard of hearing, deaf, speech impaired, other 
health impairments, deaf-blind, multi-handicapped, and 
learning disabilities, who, because of these impairments, 
need special education and related services. 
3. Empowerment: The provision of information that 
will assist parents in making the determination as to 
whether or not their child's IEP is effectively written. 
4. P.L. 94-142, The Education for All Handicapped 
Children Act of 1975: This law mandates rights for 
handicapped students and their parents. Its mandates are 
similar in content to Massachusetts Chapter 766, assuring 
each handicapped student access to a free, publicly 
supported education appropriate to their needs, and 
guaranteeing their parents a right to participate in these 
programs. 
5. Individual Education Plan (IEP): This plan is 
developed by parents and the evaluation TEAM at the TEAM 
meeting. The plan specifies the special needs of the child, 
the short and long term goals appropriate to meet these 
needs, and the services required to be provided. The goals 
must be specified in measurable objectives, stated in 
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behavioral terms, thus allowing progress to be evaluated. 
Ancillary services such as speech, occupational therapy, 
etc. must also be included. 
6. IEP Qualitative Analysis Devise: This instrument 
is divided into two sections; (a) component integrity-tests 
each state mandated IEP component to ensure that all 
essential information is contained within each component. 
Additional desirable characteristics are contained in each 
section; e.g. is the student profile written in clear, 
concise language? and (b) Internal consistency—determines 
whether or not different components of the IEP relate to one 
another in appropriate ways. 
7. Special Needs Student: This term is synonymous 
with the definition given for the handicapped student. 
8. TEAM: The members of the TEAM assume the 
responsibility of evaluating a child's need for special 
services, and for specifying those services in the form of 
an individual educational plan (IEP). The TEAM includes a 
chairperson, designated by the school district's Director of 
Special Education; a registered nurse or MSW social worker, 
a certified guidance or adjustment counselor, a certified 
psychologist, a physician, the child's teacher, the child's 
parent, and the person who will be responsible for assisting 
the teacher in implementing the IEP. Additional support 
persons may be brought in at the parent’s invitation and 
expense. A child, age 14 or over, may be invited to attend 
Limitations 
It is important to note that this training model will 
not access all groups of parents of children with 
disabilities. Demographics in the United States are 
changing and this change is being reflected in the diverse 
cultural/linguistic backgrounds of the school-age 
population. Linguistic differences play a significant role 
in the parent/school communication process (Lynch and Stein 
1987) and since language is important in a forum where 
information is exchanged and the researcher is not multi¬ 
lingual, communication with groups from the non-dominant 
culture is difficult. Although this study does not address 
the culturally diverse parents, data gleaned from this 
research is both pertinent and applicable. If parents from 
dominant cultures have traditionally been lacking in their 
participation in the TEAM process, it would seem that this 
situation is paralleled in non-dominant cultures and is, in 
fact, magnified (Lynch and Stein, 1987). Therefore, it is 
this researcher's intent that a study of this type be 
undertaken at a later date to further ensure that the 
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provisions of 766 and 94-142 apply to all handicapped 
students and their parents. 
Designs and Procedures 
The impetus of this study is the continued lack of 
parental involvement in the TEAM process (Yanok and 
Derubertis, 1989; Vaughan, Bos, Harrell, and Lasky, 1988; 
Gerber, Banbury, Miller and Griffin, 1986) which 
historically has been the result of parents having been 
disregarded, intimidated and denied their due process rights 
during Team meetings (Darling, Fiscus, Mandel, 1983; Kroth 
and Otten, 1982; McAffee and Vergason, 1979). This study 
proposes to investigate parental attitudes toward the IEP 
document and to develop a training program for parents of 
special needs students specifically in regards to the 
analysis of the effectiveness of their child’s IEP. A 
pretest - post-test design will be utilized where the 
pretest will be administered prior to the training session 
and post-tests will be administered at its end. This 
researcher will work closely with the staff from the 
Massachusetts Department of the Office for Children 
(O.F.C.), the Massachusetts Department of Public Health 
(D.P.H.), Helping Our Learning Disabled (H.O.L.D.) and local 
parent advisory groups. It is from these contacts that 
training participants will be drawn. The training session 
will be Implemented as follows: Parents of special needs 
students from the Worcester area, who have volunteered to 
participate in this study, will be asked to complete the 
following tasks: 
1. Bring a copy of their child’s current IEP to the 
training session. 
2. Complete Parental Perception Inventory (PPI O'Connell 
1990). (See attached materials.) 
3. Evaluate their child's IEP document utilizing the IEP 
Qualitative Analysis Device (Gillespie-Silver, 1984). 
4. Assessment instruments/data will be collected. (PPI 
and Qualitative Analysis.) 
5. Attend a lecture on the IEP document, specific 
components and contents therein, terminology utilized 
the TEAM process and the like will be discussed. 
6. The trainer will work closely with the parents in the 
evaluation of their child's IEP utilizing the IEP 
Qualitative Analysis. 
7. The PPI will be readministered. 
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8. Assessment instruments/data will be collected. (PPI 
and Qualitative Analysis.) 
9. Professionals will be given the IEP’s that the parents 
have evaluated (post training) and be asked to analyze 
them using the same IEP’s and the IEP Qualitative 
device. 
10. Assessment instruments/data will be collected. 
11. Data analysis will be instrumented. 
Hypotheses 
PPI - Parental Perception Inventory. 
1. Parental perception of their ability to participate in 
the development of their child’s IEP document as a Team 
member will change post training as measured by 
questions 1, A, 5, and 6. 
2. Parental perception of their ability to evaluate their 
child's IEP documents' effectiveness will change post 
training as measured by questions 3, 1, 8, and 9. 
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3. Parental perception of the value of training in the 
evaluation of the IEP document will change post 
training as measured by question 12. 
4. Parental perception of the value of the IEP document 
will change post training as measured by question 11. 
5. Parental perception of their child's special education 
programs's effectiveness will change post training as 
measured by question 10. 
Qualitative Analysis Device 
6. Parental ability to effectively analyze IEP component 
integrity will change post training in the following 
areas: 
(a) student profile as measured by questions 3-23 
(b) current performance levels as measured by 
questions 24-28 
(c) general student centered goals as measured by 
questions 29-33 and 46-52 
(d) teaching approach as measured by questions 34-41 
(e) service delivery as measured by questions 53-67 
(f) monitoring/evaluation techniques as measured by 
questions 42-45 
16 
7. Parental ability to effectively analyze IEP internal 
consistency will change post training in the following 
areas: 
(a) student profile as measured by questions 77-78 
(b) current performance as measured by question 79 
(c) student centered goals as measured by question 80 
(d) teaching approach as measured by question 81 
Data Analysis 
A quantitative approach will be utilized in the 
analysis of the data. A repeated measure design where 
members of the same group are measured twice, using the same 
criterion variable, will be implemented. A test will be 
used in the determination of the differences of the 
significance between the means. This method will be 
implemented in the data analysis of research questions 1-7. 
The sample population is the parents of special needs 
youngsters from the City of Worcester and the surrounding 
central Massachusetts towns. 
Research Instruments 
The Parental Perception Inventory was developed by this 
researcher after a review of relevant literature. This 
inventory was piloted amongst a representative group of 
parents and teachers of special needs students. The general 
consensus was the inventory was easy to use and touched upon 
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several major issues people involved in the Team process 
have in regards to its development and use. Notations were 
made regarding major issues surrounding the development and 
use of the IEP document. Each item utilizes a likert scale 
response ranging from 1 (strongly disagree to 4 (strongly 
agree). The items focus on parent perception of their 
skills and involvement in the development of the IEP 
document. The PPI will be utilized in a pre and post test 
format and will be statistically analyzed as previously 
discussed. The IEP Qualitative Analysis Device developed by 
Gillespie-Silver (1984) will be used in a pre and post test 
format as well and will be used as the means to assist 
parents in the determination of the effectiveness of their 
child's IEP document. The purpose of the IEP Qualitative 
Analysis Device is to test the document's: 
Component Integrity 
Tests each state mandated IEP component to ensure that 
all essential information is contained within each 
component. 
Internal Consistency 
Determines whether or not different components of the 
IEP relate to one another in appropriate ways. Inter-rater 
reliability on this device has been determined and is 
statistically significant (O'Connell, 1988; Gillespie- 
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Silver, 1986). The Qualitative Analysis was developed as a 
result of concerns regarding IEP efficacy and utilized the 
requirements for the IEP document's development as stated in 
the State mandate. Chapter 766. 
In summary, recent research by Yanok and Derubertis 
(1989) has indicated that the state and federal mandates 
have served to merely increase the communication between 
parents and the schools without further developing and or 
encouraging active parental involvement. Further, Yanok and 
Derubertis attribute this lack of active involvement to the 
parental conclusion that they are not adequately prepared to 
respond to their child's special education needs. It is the 
provision of information and the preparation of parents to 
adequately respond to the child's special educational needs, 
that this researcher will attempt to address through the 
parental training model in the ensuing research project. 
CHAPTER I I 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
November, 1975 signaled the end to what Abeson and 
Zettel (1977) appropriately called the "quiet revolution". 
The date is significant as it marked the passage of P.L. 
94-142 the "Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 
1975". This was by any standard "explosive legislation" 
(Kaye & Aserlind, 1979). 
The field of special education has changed dramatically 
throughout the years. Prior to the passage of compulsory 
school attendance laws at the turn of the century, 
handicapped students were in most instances excluded from 
public school settings (Tropea, 1987). Segregation of 
handicapped students on the public school level was 
predominant. Institutionalization of the severely involved 
and/or multihandicapped student prevailed. This situation 
remained constant until the struggle for equal rights for 
the handicapped child began in the 1960's. As a result of 
the war on poverty and the concern for human rights, the 
needs and rights of the handicapped person became the source 
for new concerns (Budoff & Orenstein, 1982). Parents and 
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professionals sought change, as did the Civil rights 
movement, through the judicial system. 
Brown vs. the Board of Education (1954) is cited as the 
cornerstone for judicial intrusion into the educational 
setting (Prasse, 1988). This decision ended the "separate 
but equal" philosophy of educational service delivery. The 
Brown case gave impetus to and served as the foundation for 
precedent setting cases that challenged school systems in 
states that denied handicapped children a free public 
education (Prasse, 1988). 
Significant early litigation included; the PARC vs. the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (1971) and the Mills vs. the 
Board of Education of the District of Columbia (1972) cases. 
In both cases the plaintiffs argued that they were being 
denied their constitutional rights to a free, appropriate 
public education. As a result of these cases, the counts 
defined the application of the due process and equal 
protection principles as enumerated in the Fourteenth 
Amendment, in regards to the provision of educational 
services to the handicapped. The enactment of P.L. 94-142, 
the "Education for All Handicapped Children Act", is a 
direct result of the PARC and Mills decisions and translated 
these decisions into the form of a federal mandate. 
The advent of P.L. 94-142 and Massachusetts General Law 
766 (which is similar in content) brought about many changes 
in all aspects of service delivery to handicapped students. 
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one being the development of the Individualized Education 
Plan (IEP). The law requires the development of an IEP for 
each student being serviced. Although the concept of inter 
and intra individual differences is not a new one (Kirk, 
1972), the documentation of these differences in the form of 
a mandated IEP is: As of October 1, 1977 an IEP had to be 
developed for each child receiving special education 
services in order to meet requirements for funding purposes 
in compliance with P.L. 94-142, the Education for All 
Handicapped Children Act of 1975”. 
The IEP mandate of P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 766 further 
requires that parents become active participants in the 
decision-making process involving their child's educational 
program and placement. Although impetus was given for this 
shared decision making process on both a state and federal 
level, the literature reveals that some educators continue 
to disregard, manipulate, and often intimidate parents 
during the IEP team meetings, thus violating parents due 
process rights (Darling, Fiscus, & Mandell, 1983); Kroth & 
Otten 1983; McAfee & Vergason, 1979). Parents attendance at 
the IEP team meeting is viewed on a continuum from passive 
to active decision making. A 1977 study by Yoshida, Fenton, 
Kauffman, & Maxwell utilized the Questionnaire method at 
team meetings to determine school personnel members views 
regarding activities parent should participate in during the 
team meeting. The two activities selected by a majority of 
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team members as being appropriate were, the parent 
presenting and gathering information relevant to the case. 
The authors contend that team members attitudes toward 
parental participation may in fact limit their participation 
which is viewed as essential. Turnbull (1981) suggests that 
minimal parental involvement in the IEP development could be 
the result of teacher expectations and therefore a 
"self-fulfilling prophecy". 
Recent research has indicated that parental involvement 
in the IEP process has been beneficial to students on both 
an academic and social level (Abramson, Wilson, Yoshida, & 
Haggerty, 1983). Gerber, Banbury, and Miller (1986) 
investigated teacher attitudes concerning the participation 
level of parents during the IEP meeting and the teachers’ 
view regarding these meetings. Their research indicated 
that; slightly more than 50% of the respondents felt that 
parent participation in the IEP formation had merit, and a 
majority (71%) believed that parents should be given the 
option to waive the requirement of participation and thus 
place the decision making solely in the hands of the 
professionals. Further, this participation waiver was not 
viewed as detrimental to the IEP process nor was a 
pre-written plan viewed as affecting parental participation. 
Although the literature supports the view that parents are 
intimidated during the IEP process, approximately 43% of 
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teachers did not perceive themselves, nor did approximately 
49% view this process, as intimidating. 
The importance of involving parents in every stage of 
the IEP decision making process and the provision of 
information which involves parents as co-equals in this 
process has been emphasized (Gillespie-Silver & Schachter, 
1980) . It appears that despite the documentation of the 
need for and the positive effects of parent involvement in 
this process, the team continues to be lacking in the 
utilization and encouragement of active parental 
participation in this process (Scanlon, Arica, & Phelps, 
1981) . This is unfortunate as the value of parent 
involvement in the IEP process, as stated, has been 
emphasized. 
This researcher's interest in parent involvement (or 
lack of) in the IEP process is a result of fifteen years 
experience in the field of special education. My 
experiences have revealed that parents are often ignored, 
intimidated, and even deceived in regards to their child's 
needs and what may in fact be the most appropriate 
educational placement. IEPs are often not written as a 
result of the team process but rather by one individual 
(usually the receiving teacher) who most likely did not even 
attend the team meeting. It is difficult to insure that a 
truly individualized, appropriate plan is being written 
under these circumstances. It is my contention that this 
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practice is not unique to the system in which I worked, but 
rather a commonplace practice. The literature, as 
discussed, appears to support this contention. The current 
practices employed in IEP development are unfortunate as the 
IEP has the potential to significantly assist educators "in 
making sound judgements concerning the appropriateness of 
educational placements if development and implementation are 
soundly based" (Turnbull, Strickland, Hammer, 1978). 
As P.L. 94-142 recently celebrated its fourteenth plus 
anniversary year of implementation, it is apparent that the 
spirit of the law is not being fully adhered to. Gerber, 
Banbury, & Miller (1986) suggest a fine tuning of this part 
of the federal mandate as a possible solution to this 
problem. It is imperative that these issues be addressed as 
increased communication between the school and the home 
during and/or outside of the IEP process is essential to 
insure cooperative IEP planning and the development of the 
total child. 
Therefore, the purpose of this paper is to provide a 
review of related literature regarding the IEP provision of 
P.L. 94-142 with particular emphasis being placed on the 
problem of lack of parental participation in this essential 
process. More specifically, this paper intends to provide a 
historical review of special education and its resultant 
legislation specifically P.L. 94-142 and Massachusetts law 
766, compare and contrast these mandates, examine the IEP 
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provision and its components, review the parents' role in 
the IEP process, trace major findings and developments in 
this area, and suggest future proposed dissertation subject 
matter. 
The History of Special Education 
To understand the history of Special Education, it is 
necessary to look behind the litigation, legislation, and 
resulting programs. One must investigate the tenor of the 
times and the history of the education and treatment of the 
handicapped to fully realize the significance of the federal 
mandate P.L. 94-142. 
This section will attempt to "set the stage” for the 
struggle for equality in education and society that parents, 
professionals, and advocates faced prior to the passage of 
this significant legislative mandate. 
In an in-depth discussion of the history of Special 
Education, Hewett (1974) noted that there have been four 
major determiners in the treatment of the handicapped: 
(1) the need for survival, (2) the force of superstition, 
(3) the finding of science, and (4) the desire to be of 
service. Hewett discusses the history of Special 
Education's progress as having been accomplished through a 
continuing series of swings (as a pendulum operates) with 
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the early swings occurring primarily between survival and 
superstition. For purposes of clarity, the history of 
Special Education will be broken down into relevant units of 
time as suggested by Payne, Kauffman, Patton, Brown, and 
DeMott (1979). 
The Period Prior to 1700 
The period prior to 1700 has been described by Payne et 
al. (1979) as one of abuse, neglect, ignorance, and benign 
acceptance. While most mildly handicapped individuals 
remained unnoticed during this period, the more severely 
involved where in some cases (as in ancient Greek tradition) 
abandoned. During the Roman period, handicapped individuals 
were often employed as clowns and court jesters. As 
Christianity spread the tendency to treat everyone as a 
"child of God" evolved as did more humane treatment. The 
result of this humane treatment was placement and 
institutionalization in monasteries and asylums (Gearheart, 
1980). 
Although the Church emphasized this humane treatment, 
the pendulum again begins to swing in the opposite direction 
with the Church leading attacks on demonology, witchcraft, 
and the belief that these forces caused what is commonly 
known in our life time as mental illness (Gearheart, 1980). 
The effects of this emphasis was felt for centuries later as 
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we recall In our own state the burning of "witches” at 
Salem, Massachusetts. 
The period prior to and including the mid-1700's is 
regarded as a primarily bleak one in the treatment of the 
handicapped. The first group to being serviced during this 
time period being the gifted (Gearheart, 1980). 
The Period 1740-1860 
The period from approximately 1740-1860 has been 
referred to by Payne et al. (1979) as a period of "emergence 
and optimism." The first efforts to educate handicapped 
individuals were initiated around the middle of the 18th 
century. Deaf and blind individuals were the first 
exceptionalities to receive special education services 
(Payne, 1979). Schools for the deaf and blind were 
developed with a primary focus being placed on education and 
not protection and shelter (Gearheart, 1980). These efforts 
were followed later in the early 1800’s by similar 
interventions on behalf of the mentally retarded. It is 
therefore in the early 1800's that the historical roots of 
special education are found (Hallahan & Kauffman, 1982). 
Most of the founders of special education were European 
physicians (Hallahan & Kauffman, 1982). Among the most 
notable included: Jean Itard (1775-1838) a French physician 
who improved Victor, "the wild boy of Aveyron's" behavior, 
Phillippe Pinel, another Frenchman who advocated humane 
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treatment of the insane, and Edouard Seguin (1812-1880) a 
disciple of Itard who had become famous as a teacher of the 
retarded (Hallahan & Kauffman, 1982). The revolutionary 
work of Itand and Seguin and later Montessori serve as a 
basis for modern day instructional techniques in special 
education including; behavior modification, early 
intervention, individualized instruction, task analysis and 
so forth (Hallahan & Kauffman, 1982). 
In parallel development Americans interested in the 
education of the handicapped were closely following the 
developments of their European counterparts. Most notable 
of these included; Samuel Gridley Howe (Seguin's major 
contact in the United States) and a founder of the Perkins 
School for the Blind, Dorothea Dix a Worcester teacher who 
advocated for the establishment of hospitals for the 
mentally ill, the Rev. Thomas Gallaudet who established the 
1st residential school for the deaf in Hartford, and Louis 
Braille who published the raised dot system which allowed 
the blind to read (Payne et al., 1979). 
The Period 1860-1900 
The period from 1860-1900 has been characterized by 
Payne et al. (1979) as a period of skepticism. Special 
Education had begun to lose its momentum in the latter part 
of the 19th century. Humane and effective treatment turned 
to Institutionization and warehousing. Special Education 
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classes became dumping grounds for all types of society’s 
misfits (Hallahan & Kauffman, 1982). 
What were the reasons for this sudden change in 
attitude? Hallahan & Kauffman (1982) cite the following 
factors as giving rise to Special Education's decline; the 
public's expectation of miraculous cures, public 
unwillingness to assume fiscal responsibility for Special 
Education's decline; professional bickering; social, 
political and economic turmoil resulting from the Civil War; 
Darwin's evolutionary theories and assumptions that the 
handicapped were inherently inferior and not amenable to 
educational improvement; U.S. industrialization and 
urbanization; and finally the surge in immigration. The 
eugenics movement's seeds were being planted at this time, 
the result of which would culminate in what Payne et al. 
(1979) has characterized as "the period of alarm.” 
The Period 1900-1920 
Perhaps one of the best indicators of society's 
attitude toward the handicapped lies in the legal mandates 
of this period. Compulsory sterilization of the mentally 
retarded was accomplished through these mandates. Most of 
these laws had their roots in the eugenics movement which 
began in the late 19th century and peaked during the 1920's. 
Psychologists including Terman and Goddard were disciples of 
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the eugenics movement and many of their philosophies 
regarding the functioning of the mentally retarded 
individual in society were regarded as gospel (O'Connell, 
1984) . 
The eugenics movement was based on the notion that 
since human defects are inherited, defective individuals 
must be sterilized in order to preserve and improve the 
human race. Hereditarians such as Goddard felt that these 
"morons" were to be treated in roughly the same manner 
"institutionalized or carefully regulated, made happy by 
catering to their limits and above all prevented from 
breeding" (Gould, 1981, p.160). Goddard's proposals to 
curtail the moron problem were two-fold "first colonization, 
then second sterilization" (Gould, 1981, p.161). The 
validity of compulsory sterilization was judicially noted in 
1907. In Buck vs. Bell (1907) the Supreme Court upheld the 
eugenic sterilization as a proper exercise of a state's 
police (watchdog) powers (Calibey, 1980, p.689). Justice 
Holmes stated in response to this case "three generations of 
imbeciles are enough" (Calibey, 1980, p.690). This 
statement beautifully summed the tenor of these times. 
A discussion of this period would not be complete 
without reference to the situation at Ellis Island. Ellis 
Island, N.Y. was utilized as a central "clearinghouse" of 
sorts for the multitude of persons immigrating from Europe 
in the early 1900's. H.H. Goddard was the first popularizer 
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of Alfred Binet's measurement of intelligence device 
commonly known today as the Stanford-Binet intelligence 
test. Although this was not Binet's intention, Goddard 
regarded the scores the test yielded as measures of a 
"single, innate entity" (Gould, 159). He wished to utilize 
this test to identify "morons", recognize a person's limits, 
segregate them and, as stated, prevent them from breeding. 
It was Goddard's feeling that the American population 
was being threatened by these "morons" by the immigration 
from other countries and the reproduction of "morons" form 
within the country (Gould, 1981). He visited Ellis Island 
in 1912 to examine the immigrants and would by sight choose 
those he suspected of being of feeble mind and "test" them. 
He sent two women subsequently to further examine and test 
these immigrants. The result was an increase in the 
deportation for feeble mindness by 570 percent (Gould, 
1981). The first World War affected special education in 
several ways (Payne et al., 1979). The alarmist period 
subsided as a result of national attention having been 
focused on the events in Europe. In 1920 the Federal 
Civilian Act was passed to provide federal assistance to 
disable veterans (Payne et al., 1979). This war quelled the 
eugenics scare as a new period in the evolution of special 
education was out "on hold" (Payne et al., 1979). 
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The Period 1920-1946 
Payne and his associates have referred to these times 
as the period of "limited progress." Although during 
1921-1922 the National Society for Crippled Children and the 
Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) were established 
respectively (Payne et al., 1979). This was the first time 
organization was brought to a discipline which " did not 
have a unifying structure" (Payne et al., 1979, p.141). 
In 1929 the stock market crashed bringing about 
economic catastrophe to both the nation and the world, which 
resulted in an end to our nation's general optimism. In the 
1930's Herbert Hoover directed the country's attention to 
the plight of the handicapped in a White House conference on 
children. At this time the field was being assisted by many 
prominent individuals who had fled Nazi Germany and whose 
work continues to be drawn upon today including; Frostig, 
Strauss, and Weiner (Hallahan & Kauffman, 1976). 
Again in the 1940's, the world would experience the 
tragedy of World War II and special education's "holding 
pattern" continued (Payne et al., 1979), although efforts 
were being made by Bettleheim and others to service 
behaviorally disordered students in both the private and 
public sectors (Payne et al., 1979). 
As with World War I, World War II resulted in many 
adventitiously handicapped veterans. As a result, a more 
positive societal attitude developed and, as a consequence. 
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a new Interest in the handicapped emerged (Payne et al., 
1979). Payne, Kauffman, Patton, Brown, and DeMott have 
aptly referred to these times as a ’’period of renewed 
interest.” During this period significant educational and 
Civil Rights Supreme Court decisions (which will be 
discussed in depth in later sections) were handed down. 
These decisions would ultimately have an impact on special 
education as we know it today. 
In Northville, Michigan at the Wayne County Training 
School, Strauss and Lehtinen worked and published their 
significant work "Psychopathology and the Education of the 
Brain Injured Child". Strauss, Lehtinen and their 
associates directly influenced many "fathers of special 
education" including Kephart, Cruickshank, Bijous and Kirk 
(Payne et al., 1979). 
In 1950 the National Association for Retarded Children 
(NARC) was created. This group gave impetus to the 
formation of similar parent groups (Payne et al., 1979). 
The effects of these groups' efforts on behalf of the 
handicapped would be felt in the early 1970's and for years 
to come. 
The Period 1960-1970 
This time period has been cited by Payne et al. as a 
time of "renewed optimism". The optimistic spirit of this 
period had not been felt for a long time. This optimism was 
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sparked by then President John F. Kennedy who had personally 
experienced the mental retardation of a sibling. Kennedy 
established a presidential panel on mental retardation that 
was designated to construct a plan of action to combat this 
handicapping condition in the next decade. Both John F. 
Kennedy's "New Frontier" and Lyndon B. Johnson's "Great 
Society" administrations affected many changes in life for 
the handicapped individual. 
During this period significant legislation that would 
eventually result in P.L. 94-142 were enacted (Gearheart, 
1980). As a result of the country's support for special 
education, a great deal of money was allotted to the field 
(Payne et al., 1979). These important legislative 
enactments will be discussed in subsequent sections of this 
paper. 
As the 1960's came to a close, Dunn and others began to 
question the efficiency of self-contained special education 
classes. Still others became concerned at the over 
abundance of mentally retarded individuals living in 
institutions, and the conditions existing there (Payne et 
al., 1979). One needs only to recall Blatt and Kaplan's 
"Christmas in Purgatory," the pectoral essay of 
institutional conditions, to fully understand these 
concerns. Although this period witnessed many educational 
and legislative developments in the field of special 
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education, the stage was being set to re-examine the field 
of special education. 
The Period 1970+ 
Growth and change occurred in special education in the 
1970's primarily through legislative action (Payne et al., 
1979). Payne et al. appropriately termed this period as one 
of "re-examination". At this time professionals and parents 
would raise issues including; intelligence testing, 
labelling, placement, prevention, deinstitutionalization, 
mainstreaming, etc... . As a result, the field would find 
itself in an era of re-evaluation of efforts. During this 
period too, the landmark special education law P.L. 94-142 
(as well as others such as P.L. 93-112) was signed into law. 
Educational life, as well as life in general, would 
indeed change for the handicapped individual, but a summary 
of the National Advisory's Committee on the Handicapped 
(1976) position on the future for handicapped would not 
fully change until the handicapped were integrated into 
"regular society" as well as "regular classrooms" and a 
handicapped individual would not be judged on the basis of 
his/her handicapping condition but rather his/her worth as a 
human being. 
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Conclusion 
Although P.L. 94-142 has affected many positive changes 
in the education of the handicapped, one wonders. Is the 
pendulum that Hewett so aptly described beginning to swing 
in the opposite direction again? It is no secret that 
powerful conservative elements in the Reagan administration 
including former Attorney General Edwin Meese and Assistant 
Attorney General for Civil Rights William Bradford Reynolds 
have fought long and hard to reserve the gains of the last 
20 years. One needs to only recall the statements of former 
Interior Secretary James Watt in the Fall of 1983- "I have a 
black, I have a woman, two Jews and a cripple" to understand 
the tenor of the present administration toward all 
minorities. Will attitudes such as these ultimately affect 
special education as we know it today? A recent article in 
the Boston Globe referred to the present stampede for 
private services and placements for the handicapped student. 
This trend is occurring in spite of the spirit of 
Massachusetts General Law Chapter 766 philosophy of 
mainstreaming and P.L. 94-142 least restrictive environment 
philosophy. This trend appears to be in direct contrast as 
private settings are in most cases the most restrictive 
environments for the handicapped. It is this researcher's 
hope that the institutionalization and segregation practices 
that have been utilized are not being resurrected. Perhaps 
history does repeat itself. One can only speculate. 
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Litigation and Resultant Legislation 
Litigation has been defined as a controversy in a 
court; a judicial contest through legal rights are sought to 
be determined and enforced (Gifis, 1984). Litigation has 
played a significant role in the establishment of rights for 
the handicapped and the type of legislation being passed on 
both the state and national levels (Gearheart, 1980). When 
a court decides that (a) certain group(s) or individual(s) 
are entitled to specific rights or services appropriate 
legislation usually follows (Gearheart, 1980). 
The 14th amendment guarantees that all individuals born 
in any state of the United States is a citizen of that state 
and immunities due its citizens and to due process and equal 
protection of the laws (Gifis, 1984). The due process 
clause of the 14th amendment has been used as a means for 
the application of many of the substantive and procedural 
rights enumerated in the Bill of Rights to state action 
(Gifis, 1984). The equal protection clause is a 
constitutional guarantee that has been embodied in the 14th 
amendment and applies only to the states (Gifis, 1984). 
Courts have defined the application of the 14th 
amendment principles of equal protection and due process to 
educational programs specifically dealing with the provision 
of services to the handicapped and minorities over the years 
(Prasse, 1988). 
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Brown vs. the Board of Education (1954) has been cited 
as the cornerstone for judicial intrusion into the 
educational setting. It was this Supreme Court decision on 
school segregation that gave impetus to other precedent 
setting cases which challenged states that denied a free, 
appropriate public education to its handicapped children 
(Prasse, 1988). Brown struck down the educational 
philosophy of "separate but equal" held by Plessy vs. 
Verguson, 1896. 
The equal protection clause of the 14th amendment was 
challenged most notably in the landmark case of Plessy vs. 
Ferguson, 1896. The issue of the Plessy case dealt with 
whether a state could, in spite of the equal protection 
clause, require that blacks be segregated by race as 
passengers on trains (Berman, 1966). The court decided that 
the 14th amendment guaranteed political and not social 
equality to blacks. The result of the Plessy decision 
sanctioned racial segregation which dominated (especially in 
the South) virtually all aspects of American life (Berman, 
1966) . 
One of the most important area affected was education. 
Although educational segregation existed throughout the 
United States, the Plessy doctrine legally recognized and 
actually allowed this practice. This situation remained 
for the most part constant until 1954. 
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Linda Carol Brown was an eight year black girl 
attending a racially segregated elementary school in Topeka, 
Kansas in 1954. Her school was located 20 blocks away from 
her home, and as a result of the bus schedule, she would 
arrive at school 30 minutes early and be left standing in 
the cold. Viewing this situation as unacceptable as another 
"white” elementary school was located within walking 
distance from her home, her father Oliver questioned the 
city's right to ban his daughter from the school on the 
basis of her race (Berman, 1966). 
Brown joined with 12 other parents with similar 
concerns and filed suit in federal district court against 
the Topeka Board of education that year. 
After a lengthy legal progression through the court 
system, the case eventually reached the Supreme Court. The 
Supreme Court Justices, led by Chief Justice Earl Warren, 
delivered the unanimous decision. The language in Plessy 
vs. Ferguson was struck down. The court found that "in the 
field of public education the doctrine of 'separate but 
equal' has no place”. "Separate educational facilities are 
inherently unequal". (Berman, 1966 p.133) 
The principles enumerated in the Brown case provided a 
constitutional basis for the states' obligation to provide 
the opportunity of an education "a right which must be made 
available to all on equal terms". (Keim, 1976) The Brown 
case's findings and conclusions gave impetus to and served 
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as a foundation for subsequent litigation and ultimately the 
federal government’s mandate P.L. 94-142, "The Education for 
All Handicapped Children Act of 1975". 
Mandatory special education for all handicapped 
children gained momentum constitutionally in the early 
1970's as a result of two prominent federal court decisions. 
These decisions dealt specifically with the exclusion of 
handicapped children from public education. These cases 
include the Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children 
(Parc) vs. Pennsylvania and the Mills vs. the Board of 
Education of the District of Columbia. The courts decided 
that this exclusion denied the handicapped child's 
constitutional right to equal protection and due process 
(Keim, 1976). 
In the PARC case, a class action suit was filed on 
behalf of 14 mentally retarded children who had been 
excluded from school as a result of their "uneducability". 
The Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children 
established three main points in their case; (1) mentally 
retarded children can learn when provided with an 
appropriate education, (2) education must be viewed more 
broadly that a typical academic program and, (3) early 
education of the handicapped is essential in ensuring a 
maximum educational potential (Gearheart, 1980). After 
lengthy testimony, a three judge federal court approved a 
consent decree in which both parties agreed that mentally 
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retarded children were capable of benefitting from a program 
of education and training (Keim, 1976). The consent decree 
ordered the state to provide a free public education 
appropriate to the framework from which to work. The court 
established a time schedule and persons to oversee and 
monitor the process of implementation. 
The principles enumerated in the PARC case were 
extended to include all handicapped children in subsequent 
litigation involving the Mills vs. the Board of Education of 
Washington D.C. The court held that no handicapped child 
could be excluded from a regular public school unless 
provided with, (a) "adequate alternative education services 
suited to the child's needs which may include special 
education or tuition grants, and (b) a constitutionally 
adequate prior hearing and periodic reviews of the child's 
status, progress, and the adequacy of any educational 
alternative. (Keim, 1976 p. 112) 
Unlike the PARC's consent decree, the Mills case was 
decided through a judgement of the court and was based on a 
constitutional holding. As a result of the constitutional 
base the Mills case provided a stronger precedent setting 
basis for future decisions than did PARC. (Gearheart, 1980) 
Once the handicapped child's right to an equal 
educational opportunity had been affirmed, the courts 
focused their attention on the processes adopted by school 
systems for special education service delivery. (Prasse, 
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1988) As a result of such cases as Hobsen vs. Hansen 
(1967), Diana vs. the State Board of Education (1970). 
Guadalupe vs. Tempe School District #3 (1971) and the Larry 
P. v. Riles (1984) etc..., school systems and state boards 
of education were ordered to provide, not only equal 
educational opportunity, but to do so in a manner that did 
not violate due process or equal protection rights. (Prasse, 
1988) A discussion of the litigation evolving around the 
issues concerning the education of handicapped children 
would not be complete without a discussion of the groups 
that lobbied for these concerns, namely the parents and 
advocates of handicapped children. Special Education 
Reform-Parent Groups. 
Parent and volunteer groups have historically been 
recognized as significant factors in improving society. 
(Cain, 1976) Such is the case in special education. Early 
parent groups were formed primarily around medical issues, 
thus the emphasis was placed on more of a physical than 
educational nature. (Gearheart, 1980) The first such group, 
founded on the behalf of these children, was the National 
Society for Crippled Children in 1921. 
In the late 1940’s through the 1950’s, two parent 
groups were formed that would ultimately pay a role in 
shaping special education as we know it today. These 
organizations included the National Association for Retarded 
Children (NARC) (later changed to citizens), and the United 
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Cerebral Palsy Association (UCP) (Gearheart, 1980). These 
groups have been recognized as pioneers in calling the 
public's attention to the handicapped's various social and 
educational needs. 
Handicapping conditions are cross cultural. These 
conditions may affect all persons regardless of race, 
ethnic, or religious backgrounds. As a result, handicapped 
children have come from homes representing all aspects of 
American society (Cain, 1976). The diversity of this group 
has resulted in an effective mobilization of efforts and 
positive changes in education and society on behalf of these 
children. 
Parent groups have been instrumental catalysts for 
change in the field of special education. Their 
accomplishments include; the establishment of special 
schools, provisions of health care, and the upgrading of 
institutional conditions (Cain, 1976). Legally, on both 
state and federal levels, they have recognized the need for 
and obtained legislation which would guarantee that all 
special needs students would receive the free, appropriate 
public education to which they are entitled. 
As national efforts were being pursued, parents found 
valuable allies in such professional organization as the 
Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) (Gearheart, 1980). 
The result was the realization that more was gained through 
a concerted group effort (Gearheart, 1980). 
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Recent history has demonstrated that parents have 
played a vital role in effecting change for all handicapped 
people. One can only hope that parents and professionals 
continue to in this advocacy role. Not only to serve as 
catalysts for change, but also to provide an important 
"watchdog” role to insure that legislative mandates are 
being carried out and that handicapped students are being, 
and will continue to be, appropriately serviced. A 
discussion of these parental efforts, which resulted in 
legislative mandates, will follow. 
Legislation 
Education in the United States has historically been 
regarded as the responsibility of the states. Forty-nine 
states have enacted compulsory education laws in one form or 
another (Keim, 1976). The 10th amendment to the 
constitution states that "the powers not delegated to the 
United States by the constitution nor prohibited by it to 
the states are reserved to the states respectively or to the 
people" (Gearheart, 1980, p.35). Involvement of the federal 
government in the education of the handicapped began in 1958 
with the enactment of P.L. 85-926. This is the first of 
significant enactments that would eventually culminate in 
P.L. 94-142. (Gearheart, 1980) A chart has been utilized 
to illustrate the progression of federal legislation. 
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Year 
1958 
1963 
1965 
Pertinent Leg islation 
Law Purpose 
Effects on 
Special Education 
PL 85-926 This act pro¬ 
vided funds in 
the form of 
grants to 
colleges and 
universities 
specifically for 
teacher training 
1. Established federal 
support at colleges 
and universities 
for those in 
pursuit of career 
in special 
education. 
in the field of 
mental 
retardation 
2. Confirmed the 
principle of 
categorical 
assistance to 
persons with 
varying handi¬ 
capping conditions 
PL 88-164 Complex 
legislation. 
Expanded 
PL 85-926 to 
include teacher 
training to 
1. Greater numbers of 
handicapped 
children would be 
reached through 
teacher training. 
service other 
major handi¬ 
capping 
conditions. 
Provided for 
research and 
demonstration 
2. Federal monies 
would encourage 
innovative ap¬ 
proaches in the 
education of the 
handicapped. 
projects in the 
education of the 
handicapped 
children. 
Established the 
Division of 
Handicapped 
Children and 
Youth. 
3. Dr. S. Kirk (a 
father of special 
education) was 
appointed director 
of the Division 
thus confirming 
its status. 
PL 89-10 To provide 1. Massive amounts of 
The better money used to 
Elementary educational op- initiate new 
and portunities for programs for the 
Secondary 
Act ESEA 
disadvantaged 
children. Title 
handicapped. 
V was directed 
toward improve¬ 
ment of leader¬ 
ship. 
2. Title V monies used 
for the improvement 
of special 
education programs. 
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Effects on 
Year Law Purpose Special Education 
1965- 
1966 
1966 PL 89-750 
3. 
A number of en¬ 
actments were 
passed on behalf 
of the deaf, 
blind, and 
handicapped 
children in 
state 
institutions. 
Added Title VI 
to the ESEA. 
Title VI 
(specifically a 
special 
education title) 
mandated the 
establishment of 
the Bureau of 
Education for 
the Handicapped. 
Other provisions 
included pre¬ 
school programs 
for the handi¬ 
capped, the 
establishment of 
a National 
Advisory 
Committee on 
Handicapped 
Children whose 
responsibility 
it was to advise 
the Commissioner 
of Education. 
On the negative 
side increased 
federal management 
responsibilities 
called for the 
reorganization of 
the Office of the 
Education of 
Handicapped 
Children and Youth 
These were "good" 
years for the 
handicapped as a 
concerned Congress 
attempted to right 
earlier wrongs. 
. Special Education 
is given status in 
the federal 
educational 
bureaucracy. 
. The positive 
effects of early 
intervention are 
recognized. 
Year 
1967- 
1968 
1969 
1973 
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Effects on 
Law Purpose Special Education 
Additional laws are 
passed relating to 
such concerns as 
physical education and 
recreation for the 
handicapped, regional 
deaf-blind centers, 
resource centers 
architectural 
barriers etc... 
During this period the 
practice of earmarking 
parts of other 
enactments for 
exclusive use with the 
handicapped were 
initiated. 
PL 91-230 The ESEA 
Amendment of 
1969 included a 
consolidation of 
all existing 
legislation for 
the handicapped 
into 1 section. 
Title VI "The 
Education of the 
Handicapped" act 
L.D. was 
recognized as a 
new handicapping 
condition. The 
gifted needs 
were also 
addressed by 
this legislation 
1. The field of L.D. 
is recognized and 
as a result 
research, inter¬ 
vention and teacher 
training programs 
are developed. 
2. The gifted and 
talented rights to 
an appropriate 
education are 
recognized. 
PL 93-112 
Rehabilita¬ 
tion Act 
of 1973 
Sec. 504 
This law 1. 
guaranteed non¬ 
discrimination in 
such areas as em¬ 
ployment, program 
accessibility and 
post secondary 
education. It 
applies to any 2. 
program receiving 
federal 
assistance. 
Section 504 has 
been described as 
the most notable 
overall policy for 
the handicapped 
having far reaching 
implications. 
Similar and 
complimentary to 
94-142 (added clout) 
Year Law Purpose 
Effects on 
Special Education 
1974 PL 93-380 Directed states 
to plan for all 
handicapped 
children and 
parents in 
relation to 
placement 
Advocated 
mainstreaming. 
It was the 
prelude to the 
climax of 
legislative 
enactments PL 
1. 
94-142. 
This law confirmed 
much that was to 
be clarified and 
expanded upon by 
94-142. In a 
sense the stage 
was being set for 
the legislative 
mandates that 
parents and 
advocates had 
worked so 
diligently for 
94-142. 
1975 PL 94-142 ”The Education 
for All Handi¬ 
capped Children 
Act” To be 
expanded upon 
and discussed in 
subsequent 
sections. 
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State and Federal Legislation 
The last thirty years have provided handicapped persons 
with a variety of legislation both on a state and national 
level which ultimately improved their quality of life. The 
struggle for equal educational rights for the handicapped 
has been discussed in depth in regards to federal statutes. 
Legislative change took place not only on a federal level 
but on a state level as well. Prior to 1975, several states 
had passed education laws which were similar in content to 
94-142 (Gearheart, 1980). In Massachusetts special 
education reform was initiated in the form of a 1972 law, 
commonly referred to as Chapter 766. 
Chapter 766 has been cited by Budoff and Orenstein 
(1982) as an "omnibus reform of the philosophy structure and 
practice of special education services" (p.6). The law 
mandates a complete evaluation of the student, educational 
programming based on individual needs, frequent and timely 
re-evaluations, parental involvement, an appeals process, 
and an advisory system comprised of parents and 
professionals to monitor in district special education 
activity (Budoff & Orenstein, 1982). Further, the law 
provides access to handicapped students (regardless of 
nature and degree of handicapping condition) to a free, 
appropriate public education. 
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The underlying educational philosophy inherent in 
Chapter 766 is the concept of mainstreaming. Mainstreaming 
involves placement of a child in the "least restrictive" 
setting, or in the regular classroom where appropriate. The 
term least restrictive environment (LRE) has been defined in 
Massachusetts Law Chapter 766 regulation as "that 
environment which would foster to the maximum extent 
possible the life experiences a child would have if there 
were no handicapping condition." Hence the school systems' 
obligation to accept, and integrate handicapped individuals 
into the mainstream of school life is mandated a practice 
which according to Singer and Butler (1987) had been in 
place in several school districts prior to the 
implementation of 94-142. 
By 1977, most states (as mentioned) had begun special 
education reform (including Massachusetts and Wisconsin) and 
these laws enacted at the state levels were in fact more 
stringent that the federal mandates (Singer & Butler, 1987). 
Charts adapted form the Massachusetts' Department of 
Educations Participants' Manual "The IEP - a Decision-Making 
Process" have been utilized to compare and contrast the 
state and federal mandates. 
Provisions for insuring 94-142's mandate were firmly 
established by the early 1980's, and as a result no 
political force (be it internal or external) had succeeded 
in diminishing its fundamental rights (Singert Butler, 
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Massachusetts Law Chapter 766: A Flowchart of the Process. 
PRE-REFERRAL 
1 consent for testing 
2 eligibility for testing 
Evaluation team in development 
3 assessments conducted 
EVALUATION TEAM MEETS 
Student profile 
Levels of performance 
General goals 
Teaching approach 
Evaluation plan 
Specific objectives 
Service delivery 
Movement to LRE 
CHILD IS PLACED 
PROGRESS REPORT ANNUAL REVIEW 
QUARTERLY REVIEW 
Evaluation team liaison reviews I.E.P. 
ANNUAL REVIEW 
Service providers meet 
Information shared 
Appropriateness of placement determined 
Placement Recommended 
Retained in Program Transfer 
I.E.P. Rewritten 
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Differences Between Chapter 766 and P.L. 94-142 
MASSACHUSETTS CHAPTER 766 FEDERAL PUBLIC LAW 94-142 
PRE-REFERRAL NO PRE-REFERRAL 
ONE PLAN IS WRITTEN TWO PLANS ARE WRITTEN 
CHILD IS PLACED 1) TOTAL SERVICE PLAN DEVELOPED 
A) LONG RANGE GOALS STATED 
B) CHILD IS PLACED 
PROGRESS REPORT 2) INDIVIDUAL IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
A) SHORT TERM INSTRUCTIONAL 
OBJECTIVES ARE WRITTEN 
ANNUAL REVIEW REQUIRED 
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1987). Educational (and as a result social) reform had been 
mandated, but had it been successful? 
A recent study by Singer and Butler (1987) of 94-142's 
implementation in five representative school districts 
across the country concluded that the positive effect of 
94-142 included: (1) the federal initiative resulted in 
significant social reform at the local level, (2) access to 
public schools has been broadened to include those at either 
end of the spectrum, be it severely or mildly involved, (3) 
it has provided mainstreaming opportunities, and (4) it has 
generated new funds and personnel into the field of special 
education. In a negative view, 94-142 is cited by the 
authors as not having provided a uniform entitlement for all 
handicapped children. Factors such as demographics, 
socio-economic status, parental levels of education, family 
Integrity, and psychological well-being affect the quality 
of education and educational services that the child 
receives. The importance of acknowledging the variety and 
levels of a family’s needs is emphasized. Under this 
mandate children from more affluent, educated, intact 
families are the apparent ’’winners” under 94-142. 
In summary as 94-142 as Singer and Butler have stated 
’’remains one of the most far reaching pieces of social 
legislation ever to benefit children” (p.152). Since 
94-142’s enactment, it has survived political attempts to 
"gut” the legislation, a decade characterized by tax revenue 
54 
decline and increased educational costs, as well as 
increasing concerns regarding the value and quality of our 
public education system. As a result, 94-142 has Increased 
public awareness of the need and fundamental rights of 
handicapped children and legislation has increased 
educational and social opportunities for these children as 
well as mandating society is moral obligations. 
The IEP Provisions - Components 
One of the most important provisions mandated by P.L. 
94-142 and Massachusetts General Law Chapter 766 is the 
development of an individualized education plan (IEP) for 
each child receiving special education services. Although 
the concept of individualization in special education is not 
a new one (the concept was first proposed by Seguin in 1866 
(Paine et al. 1979), the documentation of individualized 
differences in the form of a mandated education is. The IEP 
document is regarded as the cornerstone of the law and the 
management tool that parents, teachers and other 
professional may refer to when questions arise concerning a 
child's educational program (Hayes & Higgins, 1978). 
Further this document is cited as the backbone of the 
special education process, the formal device by which the 
realization of an appropriate education is achieved (Shore, 
1986 ) . 
55 
The IEP is one of the most controversial and perplexing 
aspects of 94-142 (Kaye & Aserlind, 1979). Research has 
Indicated that the IEP is viewed by teachers involved in the 
process as excessive paper work which results in a paucity 
of relevance to classroom instruction (Sabatino, 1981, 
Goldberg, 1981). In a related vein. Price and Goodman 
(1980) further suggest that the time expert on IEP 
development detracts from the teachers instructional and 
curricula planning time. Despite the controversy regarding 
the plan's development, it remains as a critical technique 
for an appropriate education (Turnbull & Turnbull, 1986). 
The state and federal mandates each detail the specific 
IEP document components. Chapter 760, which has been cited 
as more stringent, requires the inclusion of a student 
profile section. Additional similar requirements include: 
A statement of student profile including learning 
style, physical constraints and strengths and 
weaknesses in cognitive and effective domains. 
Student current performance level. 
General one year, prioritized student centered goals 
and the specific objectives which the student can 
reasonably expected to achieve. 
Suggested teaching approach and methodology for meeting 
the general student centered goals. 
Specialized materials and equipment necessary to enable 
the student to meet the objectives. 
Monitoring and evaluation strategies. 
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Types and amounts of services (in terms of periods per 
day and per week) which are necessary to enable the 
student to achieve the objectives, including a 
statement of the duration and frequency of the period 
during which the student should receive the services. 
Provision of services be it a classroom, small group, 
or individualized setting basis. 
The daily duration of the program. 
Recommendations regarding the number of days per year 
on which the student's program should be provided. 
A transportation plan. 
Description of the child's participation in the regular 
education program. The criteria for movement to the 
next less restrictive prototype. 
The expectation of graduation from high school if the 
child is over 14 years of age. If the child is 14 or 
older and is expected to graduate then steps should be 
taken to ensure graduation and the plan for meeting 
such criteria included in the IEP. 
The provision of services to another human service 
agency if indicated. 
Regarding the participation of the student in the basic 
skills testing program. 
The preceding was taken from the Chapter 766 regulations 
Massachusetts Department of Education, Boston: Division of 
Special Education, 31 St. James Ave September, 1986. 
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The IEP document has been defined as a management tool 
that provides a blueprint for: 
I individualized instruction based on the child's 
current levels of performance, learning style, 
and physical constraints. 
E Free and appropriate educational services for 
all handicapped children. 
P A plan of action that specifies goals, 
objectives, teaching strategies, specialized 
equipment and services to meet the child's needs. 
This plan should help you: 
. evaluate the child's instructional 
program 
. make modifications if necessary 
. communicate to parents and other 
professionals 
(Gillespie-Silver & Schachter, 1980) 
The IEP document is multi-faceted. While setting the 
parameters of the child's educational program, it does not 
detail this program's implementation on a dally basis. The 
implementation of the IEP goals and objectives (on a daily 
basis) becomes the responsibility of the classroom teacher. 
In this regard the teacher becomes the professional on the 
front line (Hayes & Higgins, 1978). Hayes and Higgins 
further suggest that teachers become "informed, 
knowledgeable, and responsible to assure that they are 
contributing to the free, appropriate public education that 
the handicapped child is now guaranteed". The ones of IEP 
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development and implementation has been (is) both 
historically and presently placed upon the teacher. 
Since the IEP is a legal document and teachers and 
school systems are held accountable, the need to develop 
appropriate, effective, quality IEPs cannot be overstated. 
The IEP document is the product of a team decision making 
process. This process begins with the referral and ends 
with the annual review and a three revision process. The 
plan is divided into several sections including; student 
profile, and current levels of performance which result in a 
IEP which consists of general goals, specific objectives, 
teaching strategies, and a service delivery plan. The 
student profile emphasizes the process component of the 
child’s needs according to Gillespie-Silver and Schachter 
(1980). In contrast, the current levels of performance 
section is a product oriented specification of the child's 
needs (Gillespie-Silver &. Schacter, 1980 ). Entry level 
skills of the various domains are detailed in this section. 
Once need areas are determined in the student profile and 
detailed in the current levels of performance section of the 
IEP goals to address these needs are developed. The goal 
section is one of the most frequently sections of the IEP 
(Hayes, 1977). Goals are essential as they are a team 
consensus of needs to be addressed, and give direction to 
the teacher- the major source for implementation. 
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Therefore, the IEP document serves as a structural, 
management and planning guide (Gillespie-Silver & Schachter, 
1980) . 
According to both state and federal mandates, the IEP 
document is developed by a team consisting of school, 
medical, and social work personnel, parents and the child 
where appropriate. The IEP decision - making process is 
illustrated in chart form on p.60. The IEP document must be 
completed and Implemented within a specific time period as 
mandated by state and federal laws. 
Once the IEP is written it becomes the job of the 
teacher to translate general and specific objectives into 
daily lesson plans. Federal law 94-142 specifies (most 
specifically) the components that need to be included in 
each plan, however makes no mention of how the IEP is to be 
utilized once written. Marven's (1978) research has 
indicated that at least half of the teachers interviewed in 
his study did not refer to or read their students' IEPs 
during the school year. This is unfortunate as the IEP 
document development is a labor intensive activity, and the 
vehicle which helps to insure that a child is receiving an 
individualized, appropriate educational program. The IEP 
document serves as a "blue print" for educational 
instruction according to Gillespie-Silver (1980). 
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The IEP; An Illustration of the Decision-Making Process. 
A PROBLEM OCCURS: REFERRAL 
I 
DATA IS GATHERED: FORMAL AND INFORMAL ASSESSMENT 
I 
DEFINITION OF A PROBLEM 
STUDENT PROFILE AND CURRENT LEVELS OF PERFORMANCE 
_I 
TENTATIVE SOLUTIONS ARE PROPOSED AND IMPLEMENTED: 
GOALS — SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES — TEACHING STRATEGIES — 
SERVICE DELIVERY PLAN 
I 
SOLUTIONS ARE MONITORED: 
ON-GOING EVALUATION TECHNIQUES 
I 
SOLUTIONS ARE REVIEWED/REVISED QUARTERLY/ANNUALLY/3 YEARS: 
REVIEW AND REVISION PHASE 
GILLESPIE-SILVER (1980) 
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The IEP document is viewed as a product of the team’s 
decision making process for meeting a child’s individual 
needs (Gillespie-Silver & Schachter, 1980). If the IEP is 
internally consistent (i.e. goals based on the student 
profile and current level of performance etc...), no gaps on 
overlays will occur in his/her educational program 
(Gillespie-Silver & Schachter, 1980). Adequacy in 
formulating goals and objectives is critical to the lEP's 
ultimate effectiveness (Larsen & Proplin, 1980). The 
objectives (which have been cited as the most frequently 
read sections of the document) are perhaps the most useful 
sections of the IEP in terms of implementation. The task of 
writing these objectives is most often delegated to the 
special education teacher (Goldstein, Strickland, Turnbull & 
Curry, 1980). 
Although there are numerous lists of prepared 
objectives as well as computer technology available, there 
is significantly less information that helps the teacher 
learn the skills necessary to compose and assess 
interrelated goals and objectives (Tymitz-Wolf, 1982). 
Research on IEP adequacy remains limited (Anderson, 
Barner & Larson, 1978; Deno & Mirkin, 1980; Billingsley, 
1984; and Ryan and Rucker, 1986). An IEP which contains 
poorly written goals and objectives has little potential for 
guiding appropriate instruction (Tymitz-Wolf, 1982), 
although efforts are being made (as evidenced in our own 
62 
State Department of Education in service programs) to train 
special educators to develop quality IEPs. 
The difficulties encountered in IEP development have 
been documented in the literature by researchers including 
Maher (1980), Price and Goodman (1980), Sabatino (1981), and 
Ryan and Rucker (1986). Maher's 1980 study cited the 
following difficulties in IEP development including: (a) 
lack of understanding among team members regarding essential 
IEP components, (b) lack of skills formulating goals, 
objectives and evaluative criteria and (c) the writing of an 
IEP that can be clearly communicated to implementors. Hunt, 
Goete, and Anderson (1986) further suggest that the need for 
research on the correlation between the IEP and daily 
curricula planning is indicated. 
More recently (1986), Ryan and Rucker investigated the 
use of computer technology in the development of the IEP 
document. The use of computers is valuable for increasing 
IEP quality and decreasing the cost and time involved in IEP 
development (Wilson, 1981). Ryan and Rucker's (1986) study 
concluded that, (1) computer technology in IEP development 
is a both time and cost effective, and (2) teacher attitudes 
were more positive toward the development of and utilization 
of the IEP document. In conclusion, Ryan and Rucker contend 
that the use of the computerized IEP is valuable (provided 
the individualization is not lost in computerization) and 
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raise the crucial yet still unanswered question of IEP 
efficacy. 
In summary, the IEP document can be viewed as the 
catalyst for a more individualized and specified approach to 
the education of the handicapped, as well as increasing 
educational accountability and fostering the shared decision 
making process between parents and teachers (Turnbull et 
al., 1978). The IEP is significant in that it helps to 
insure that each child is receiving an individualized, 
appropriate education, and serves as the management tool 
that parents, teachers, students and other professionals may 
refer to when questions arise concerning a child's 
educational program. The IEP has the potential to become 
the effective mechanism for improving education for special 
needs children. It will assist teachers immensely in making 
sound judgements concerning educational placement 
appropriateness if the development and implementation are 
solidly based (Turnbull et al., 1978). 
Parents and the IEP Process 
Until the passage of 94-142, parents had no legal 
status in the processes involving the child's special 
education program (Lynch & Stein, 1982). As a result of 
litigation and legislative mandates (in particular 94-142 
and 766), parents are to participate in the decision-making 
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compelled processes regarding their children’s educational 
program and placement. Of the many innovative aspects of 
special education law, the parental involvement mandate has 
been termed by Turnbull, Turnbull & Wheat (1982) as the most 
Mradical". 
In a review of the legislative history surrounding 
94-142’s enactment, it has been revealed that Congress 
intended to provide for parent participation for 2 reasons: 
(1) parent participation is advantageous to handicapped 
children, parents and the school, and (2) parents could make 
no assumptions regarding the education of their handicapped 
child (Turnbull, Turnbull & Wheat, 1982). Furthermore, 
parents were viewed as having; (1) an inherent right to 
make educational decisions concerning their children, (2) a 
necessary check and balance position regarding the 
government mandate, and (3) the job as their children's 
primary teacher (Turnbull, Turnbull, & Wheat, 1982). 
In spite of the legal mandates and the realization of 
the importance of parental involvement in the special 
education process, research indicates that active parental 
participation in the IEP process continues to be lacking 
(Yoshida, Fenton, Kauffman, & Maxwell, 1978; Scanlon, Arica 
& Phelps, 1981; Gerber, Banbury, Miller & Griffin, 1986; and 
Vaughan, Bos, Harrell and Lasky, 1988). This subsection 
will review pertinent research surrounding the parent 
involvement issue and suggest future research topics. 
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More than a decade has passed since the enactment of 
P.L. 94-142. The importance of involving parent in every 
stage of the IEP decision making process and the provision 
of information that involves parents as co-equals in this 
process has been emphasized (Gillespie-Silver & Schacter, 
1980). Parent attendance at team meetings has been viewed 
on a continuum from passive to active decision-making. 
Perhaps one of the most significant impediments to parental 
participation in the IEP process lay within the schools 
themselves. Schools have created (perhaps unknowingly) 
barriers to parental participation based on preconceived 
attitudes and competencies of school personnel and parents 
alike Morgan (1982) Cutler (1981) discuss the "mere parent 
myth”, which has its foundations in a set of beliefs that 
parents are less knowledgeable and capable than 
professionals. Hence the lack of parental involvement in 
the IEP process may be the result of what Turnbull and 
Turnbull (1986) have termed "a self-fulfilling prophecy." 
It is apparent that despite the provision of a law 
mandating active parental involvement in the special 
education process, the actual parental participation cannot 
necessarily be ensured (Turnbull & Turnbull, 1982). A 
variety of research focusing on parental involvement in the 
IEP process has been conducted. Two of the earliest studies 
within the first two years of 94-142 implementation include 
the Yoshida, Fenton, Kauffman & Maxwell (1978) and 
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Goldstein, Strickland, Turnbull and Curry (1980) studies. 
The Yoshida et al. study (1978) indicated that school 
personnel felt that the role of parents should be limited to 
the provision of information versus decision-making. 
Goldstein’s et al. (1980) research determined that parents 
were by no means co-equals in the IEP process. Parental 
contributions (in most cases mothers attend) accounted for 
less than 25% of the total contributions, leading the 
researchers to contend that parents were not actively 
involved. Interestingly enough, in this study, the 
participants indicated overwhelming positive responses to 
the team meeting. 
In a similar vein, Gilliam & Coleman (1981) suggest 
that parental lack of influence in the team process maybe 
the result of other team members’ perceptions of the 
parents’ level of expertise. Again indicators of parental 
negativism and dissatisfaction with the process is absent 
from these studies. 
A recent study by Vaughan, Bos, Harrell & Lasky (1988) 
addressed the issue of parental involvement ten years after 
the mandated involvement. Their research concluded that, 
although the law's intent endures, major changes in parental 
participation and their perceived roles has not occurred. 
The parent role continues to be a passive one, although this 
passivity cannot be interpreted to mean that this is all 
parents preference (Turnbull & Turnbull, 1980). It becomes 
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necessary to discuss the impediments that prevent more 
active parent involvement. 
Impediments to Parent Participation 
There are a multitude of ways to interpret this 
apparent passivity among many parents of handicapped 
children. To facilitate this discussion, I have chosen to 
use the breakdown suggested by Turnbull & Turnbull (1986). 
Logistical Problems 
Often times parents are unable to attend IEP 
conferences as they lack childcare and transportation 
services (Turnbull & Turnbull, 1986; Leyser, 1985). With a 
large percentage of mothers involved in the workforce, 
scheduling often becomes difficult. IEP meetings are most 
often attended by the mother (Cone, Delawyer & Wolfe, 1985; 
Goldstein et al., 1980; Scanlon, Arica and Phelps, 1981). 
This is unfortunate as the importance of the father’s role 
has been recognized (LaBarbera & Lewis, 1980; Peiffer & 
Tittler, 1983). Further, parental contributions have been 
shown to increase when both parents attend (Pistono, 1977). 
Turnbull et al. (1986) suggest flexible scheduling (both 
time and place) and the provision of childcare. 
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Communication Problems 
The United States is a very culturally diverse nation. 
This cultural diversity is reflected in the special needs 
population. Language and culture often become barriers to 
parental involvement in the IEP process. Turnbull et al. 
(1986) suggest language and cultural sensitivity and the 
provision of a interpreter when necessary. Marion (1979) 
further suggests that the provision of a clear, concise copy 
(in the parents native language) is valuable in enlisting 
parental cooperation. 
Lack of Understanding 
Many parents lack information regarding the processes 
and legal rights involved in the special education mandates. 
This lack of information is cited as a contributing factor 
in two research studies conducted by Abramson, Willson, 
Yoshida & Haggerty (1983) and Leyser (1985). It is 
reasonable to assume that lack of information does 
discourage persons from becoming active participants in any 
process and will thus contribute to feelings of inferiority 
discussed in the following section. 
Feelings of Inferiority 
The majority of the literature this researcher has 
investigated revolves around parents feelings of 
inferiority. Several factors contribute to these feelings 
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including a diminished feeling of status or power in the 
decision making process, the intimidation caused by the 
large number of professionals involved on a team, and the 
feelings of guilt parents experience in regards to the 
cause(s) of their child's special need (Turnbull & Turnbull, 
1986 ). 
A 1978 study by Yoshida et al was one of the first 
studies to investigate the parent role in the team meeting. 
This study which has been frequently referenced in the 
literature determined that professionals felt that a parents 
value as a team member lay in the role of gathering and 
presenting information role. The most influential roles 
were held by those professionals that were familiar with 
diagnostic reports, test scores, and student records. 
Recently Gerber et al. (1986) contended that special 
educators remain divided in regards to their perceptions 
concerning parent attendance and participation at IEP 
conferences. Professional attitudes toward parental 
competencies in the team situation has previously been cited 
as a potential barrier. 
On a contrasting note, Leyser (1985) contends that 
parents probably did not feel competent to assume an active 
role in the development of their child's educational 
program. It is interesting to note that Lusthaus, Lusthaus 
& Gibb (1981) found that parents prefer their role as one of 
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information giving and receiving. Perhaps because this is 
the one in which they feel the most confident. 
The difficulties in the home/school relationship are 
further aggravated by professionals* tendency to perceive 
parents as hostile, non-caring, disinterested and 
uncooperative (D’Alonzo, 1982). Conversely, parents 
complain that professionals are often negative, unavailable 
and condescending (Heward et al., 1979). As a result, 
parents have become distrustful and disillusioned with the 
schools (Lilia et al., 1980). 
It is no wonder that, given the present situation, 
parents choose not to attend team meetings or, when in 
attendance, assume passive roles. Abramson et al. (1983) 
indicated that a large percentage of parent respondents to a 
questionnaire they had developed felt that they had little 
to contribute regarding their child and did not view 
themselves in a partnership role with the schools. Again 
the recurring theme of parental feelings of inferiority. 
Another factor affecting parental participation at the 
IEP is the composition of the team. Studies dealing with 
those in power positions in a team meeting (i.e. school 
psychologists) have been cited. Gilliam and Coleman (1981) 
and Vaughan et al. (1988) reported that the classroom 
teacher is frequently absent from the team meeting. The 
classroom teacher is usually the professional with whom 
parents have developed some rapport. As a result of his/her 
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absence, parents find themselves surrounded by persons with 
whom they are unfamiliar thus contributing to feelings of 
isolation. 
The final factor related to parent's inferiority lay in 
some parents belief that school personnel blame them for 
their child's disability (Turnbull & Turnbull, 1986). 
Personal experiences reveal many teachers and administrators 
blaming parents for their children's problems. Although in 
some cases this might be true, this "pointing of the finger" 
philosophy is essentially a "cop out" for teachers and 
administrators. Turnbull and Turnbull (1986) suggest that 
communication be sensitive and an atmosphere of shared 
decision making be established during the team process. 
The final factor affecting parental participation 
includes parental uncertainty regarding the child's 
exceptionality. A number of parents are uncertain of the 
nature of their child's exceptionality. Such is the case 
for parents of children with mild to moderate delays, no 
known etiology and no physical problems (Turnbull & 
Turnbull, 1986). The need for competent teachers who can 
relate well with parents is emphasized (Winton & Turnbull, 
1981). 
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Teachers Identified Barriers 
Teachers in Lynch and Stein’s (1982) study identified 
several impediments to parental involvement including; 
apathy, lack of time, energy, understanding and the 
devaluation of parent input by the school. The latter two 
were discussed in the previous section. Turnbull and 
Turnbull (1986) suggest, in addition to apathy, that time 
and expertise constraints be discussed. 
Parental Apathy 
Some parents are apathetic toward their involvement in 
the IEP process. Apathy can occur for a variety of reasons, 
including those previously discussed. This researcher has 
noted (from personal experiences) that parents of pre-school 
children seem to be more actively involved in their child's 
educational program versus those parents of senior high 
school students. It is my contention that parents often 
"burn out" from years of dealing with a system that is often 
inadequate. Turnbull & Turnbull (1986) suggest that 
teachers develop better communication skills and attempt to 
empathize with the parents often in difficult situations. 
Professional Time Constraints 
The IEP process is a very labor intensive one (Ryan & 
Rucker, 1986; Sabatino, 1981; Price & Goodman, 1980; Safer, 
Morriseey, Kauffman, & Lewis, 1978). In addition, research 
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has shown that one-third of IEP development time is taken 
from a teacher’s personal time (Price & Goodman, 1980). 
Efforts are being made to address the time barrier problem 
through the use of computer technology (Ryan & Rucker, 
1986). It is important to allow time for parent conferences 
(and this is often difficult for teachers who feel 
overwhelmed by excessive paperwork) as this has been shown 
to be the most important variable associated with parent 
satisfaction (Witt et al., 1984). 
Professional Expertise Constraints 
Traditionally, professionals have been expected to 
function well in IEP conferences in the absence of adequate 
preparation around the issue of parent-teacher relationships 
(Turnbull & Turnbull, 1986). Undergraduate and inservice 
education is indicated designed to include; (1) readings 
and discussions regarding the advantages of parent 
involvement and (2) extensive training in areas such as 
parent counseling and conferring techniques (Leyser, 1985). 
In summary it is apparent from the research presented 
that parents generally prefer informal and frequent 
communication with their child's educational program 
(Turnbull & Turnbull, 1986). Parent preference for the 
activities of the giving and receiving of information have 
been documented (Goldstein, Strickland, Turnbull & Curr, 
1980; Lynch & Stein, 1982). Turnbull and Turnbull (1986) 
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emphasize the need to know the specific ways in which 
families of handicapped children differ, as well as their 
needs and preferences. Further, the authors recommend that 
parents should have the option to participate to the extent 
in which they feel comfortable. 
Parents and The IEP Process - The Past and The Future 
One may conclude from the research reviewed in this 
paper that the problem of parent involvement in the IEP 
process remains relatively unchanged (Vaughan et al., 1988). 
Gliedman and Roth (1980) argue that the root of the problem 
lies in the continuous use of the ’’medical model” whereby 
parents of the handicapped are viewed as ’’patients” who 
should cooperate unquestionably with the schools. Utilizing 
a sociological perspective, Tomlinson (1982) attributes the 
current and unchanged situation to the ways in which groups 
exercise their power and influence and thus shape and change 
the field of special education. Again, professional groups 
involved in the special education process are in the 
position ”to mystify others particularly as special 
education is one of the most secret areas of education, in 
which confidential files are the rule rather than the 
exception” (Tomlinson, 1982, p.8). 
Tomlinson concludes that both historically and 
sociologically parent involvement in special education is 
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both determined and influenced by professionals. The 
underlying ideology of "benevolent expertise" is predominant 
and, as a result, the special education child's welfare 
becomes a matter "for capable experts" and has become "such 
a natural assumption that questioning it becomes difficult" 
(Tomlinson, 1982, p.107). 
It is unfortunate that the lack of parental involvement 
in the IEP process has remained constant. What is also 
disturbing to this researcher (as a professional in this 
field) is that the attitudes of our colleagues have 
determined the status of parents of handicapped children in, 
not only the team process, but the educational system in 
general. It is further alarming to realize that parental 
credibility appears to be based on educational credentials 
and social class (Tomlinson, 1982; Gliedman and Roth, 1980), 
although personal experiences have demonstrated the 
existence of these factors. 
This situation is unfortunate since the intent of 
involving parents as co-equals in the IEP process is to 
insure the development and monitory of an appropriate 
educational plan for the child. The impediments to parental 
involvement have been discussed, but several questions 
remain unanswered including: (1) Is the passive parental 
role a self-fulfilling prophecy of sorts? (2) Do parents 
actually prefer the information giving and receiving status? 
(3) Is it their feelings of inferiority, lack of 
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information, teacher perceived parental apathy, etc...that 
contributes to an acceptance of this state? (4) Would the 
provision of training surrounding IEP process issue assist 
in developing parental confidence, therefore increasing 
parental participation? and (5) Would the provision of 
training result in parents and professionals viewing the IEP 
document’s efficacy in a similar fashion? 
These issues and the general concept of "parent 
empowerment" will be addressed by this researcher in this 
study. 
In summary, the positive effects of the present lack of 
and the need to develop an atmosphere for active and equal 
participation of all team members has been emphasized. The 
need for increased parental involvement has been 
historically (Polifka, 1981) and more recently documented 
(Gerber et al., 1986; Vaughan et al. 1988). As educators, 
it becomes our responsibility to adhere to the Council for 
Exceptional Children’s Code of Ethics regarding parent 
relations: 
1.4.1 Professionals seek to develop 
relationships with parents based on 
mutual respect for their roles in 
achieving benefits for the exceptional 
person. 
Special education professionals: 
Develop effective communication with 
parents, avoiding technical terminology, 
using the primary language of the home, 
and other modes of communication when 
appropriate. 
14.1.1 
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14.1.2 
1.4.1.3 
1.4.1.4 
1.4.1.5 
1.4.1.6 
1.4.1.7 
Seek and use parent knowledge and 
expertise in planning, conduction, and 
evaluation special education and related 
services for exceptional persons. 
Maintain communications between parents 
and professionals with appropriate 
respect for privacy and confidentiality. 
Extend opportunities for parent 
education, utilizing accurate 
information and professional methods. 
Inform parents of the educational rights 
of their children and of any proposed or 
actual practices which violate those 
rights. 
Recognize and respect cultural 
diversities which exist in some families 
with exceptional person. 
Recognize that the relationship of home 
and community environmental conditions 
affects the behavior and outlook of the 
exceptional person. 
Finally in closing, the words of Madeline C. Will 
(1986), Assistant Secretary for the Office of Special 
Education and Rehabilitative Services, U.S. Department of 
Education, seems appropriate: 
In the delivery of educational services to meet 
individualized needs, it does mean that 
administrators and teachers must be allowed to 
collectively contribute skills and resources to 
carry out appropriate educational plans. 
It does mean the nurturing of a shared commitment 
to the future of all children with special 
learning needs. This shared responsibility should 
be a mutual commitment evidenced by all persons 
involved with the education of all our children. 
CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH 
Design of Study 
This dissertation is an investigation of parental 
perception of the IEP document and the development and 
evaluation of a training program for parents of special 
needs students specifically in regards to the analysis of 
the IEP document's effectiveness. The value of a strong, 
collaborative parent and professional partnership which 
results in parents and teachers who are more responsive 
to the needs of children and the importance of parent 
empowerment has been discussed. The desired outcome of 
the parent training program is to increase parental 
participation skills through the provision of 
information, and as a result prepare parents to 
adequately respond to and effectively participate in 
their child's special education TEAM process. 
A quantitative research strategy has been employed 
to discover and verify parent attitudes toward the TEAM 
process and the adequacy of the IEP evaluative skills. A 
pre and post test design was utilized to determine the 
effectiveness of the parent training program. 
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Parent Training Activities 
This author of this dissertation has been actively 
involved in a professional capacity in the field of 
special education for the last 15 years. Her interest in 
the involvement of parents in the special education 
process arose from her frequent parent/teacher 
interactions, consultant work, and her role as a parent 
of children in the Worcester Public School system. The 
specific design of this study is based therefore, on 
extensive experience and informal observations as well as 
on a thorough literature review and firm belief in the 
importance of parental empowerment in the special 
education process. 
Prior to the implementation of this study this 
researcher spent approximately one and one-half years 
(Fall, 1988 - Spring, 1990) working with various parent 
groups in the Central Massachusetts area (Webster-Dudley 
PAC, Union 64 PAC, Spencer - East Brookfield PAC and HOLD 
parent advocacy group). These experiences contributed to 
an increased understanding of the concerns that parents 
hold in regards to the special education process, as a 
documentation of the existence of parental perception 
issues as discussed in Chapter II, and as an opportunity 
to adapt the ultimate training sessions to meet the needs 
and abilities of the target population. The focus of her 
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work dealt with parental rights under the provisions of 
Massachusetts Special Education Law Chapter 776, training 
in the evaluation of the IEP document and discussions of 
parental perceptions of their role in the TEAM process. 
Included in her experiences was her involvement in the 
implementation of a pilot study, the purpose of which was 
to train parents of special needs students in the 
evaluation of four IEP documents (none of these documents 
belonging to their children). The IEP Qualitative 
Analysis Device developed by Dr. Patricia Gillespie- 
Silver (1986) was selected as the tool to be utilized in 
the IEP evaluation as a result of its; (1) direct 
parallel to the mandates of Chapter 766, (2) proven 
inter-rater reliability, (3) ease of administration , and 
(4) lack of availability of an additional appropriate 
device. These documents were randomly selected from a 
group of 10 that were contributed by members of HOLD an 
area special education advocacy group. A group of six 
parents participated in the initial study. The results 
of this study indicated a lack of consistency of parental 
ratings of the IEPs across the two criteria of component 
integrity and internal consistency. Factors that may 
have affected (but were not limited to) a parent's rating 
of the IEP document may have included: 
(1) Severity of their child's handicapping. 
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(2) Experiences (be they positive or negative) with the 
educational system. 
(3) Parent's age and number of years of involvement in 
the special education system. 
(4) Parent level of education and parent occupation. 
Although the results of this study were not 
consistent in terms of inter-rater reliability, this 
study's importance surfaced in another manner. After the 
completion of the training on the use of this assessment 
device, two of six%warents were able to attend their 
child's team meeting and give input (with confidence) in 
a self-advocacy role into the development of their 
child's IEP. 
From this pilot study it was further concluded that 
by increasing the sample size, having parents evaluate 
their child's IEP, and utilizing specific IEP component 
subsections (i.e. student profile, current levels of 
performance, service delivery ....) in the statistical 
analysis may, in fact, increase the reliability of data 
gleaned form this population. It was from these 
experiences that the training program's materials and 
methods were gathered and developed. 
Participants in this study were 15 individuals 
recruited from the previous parent groups that had 
expressed an interest in increased training in the 
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evaluation of the IEP document. Efforts were made by an 
informal interview with potential participants, prior to 
inclusion in the training program, to select parents who 
represented a variety of educational and socio-economic, 
ethnic and equal representation of sex groups, as well as 
living in various geographic areas within Central 
Massachusetts. The target children of these parents 
represent a wide variety of ages (3-17) and handicapping 
conditions (speech therapy services through substantially 
separate programs). Parent's length of experience ranged 
from 3 months to 11 years within the special education 
system. There was no limit set on the size of the data 
base. All persons with whom the author came in contact 
with through the previous year's work were invited to 
participate. 
Methods and Materials 
Assessment Devices 
The assessment devices utilized in the pre and post 
test analysis include the Parental Perception Inventory 
(PPI) (O'Connell, 1991) and the IEP Qualitative Analysis 
Device (Gillespie-Silver, 1986). 
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Parental Perception Inventory (PPI) 
The Parental Perception Inventory was developed by 
this author as a result of her 15 years of experience as 
a special education teacher and consultant and a thorough 
literature review. The literature review revealed that 
an appropriate inventory of parental perceptions of the 
Team process was non existent. Gerber et al. (1986) have 
designed a device (The IEP Opinionnaire) to measure 
teacher perceptions of parental involvement in the Team 
process. However, this device did not meet the needs of 
this target population. Further, the IEP Opinionnaire 
did not contain enough items addressing parental Team 
process perceptions and was somewhat vague. Although, 
the device did serve as an appropriate catalyst in the 
development of the PPI in terms of style and some of its 
content. Again the PPI device was developed to reflect 
the concerns of parents as determined by this author's 
extensive research and front line experiences. 
The IEP Qualitative Analysis Device 
This device was chosen as it was developed by 
Gillespie-Silver (1986) after as careful and extensive 
review of Chapter 766 mandates in regards to the 
development of the IEP document. This device directly 
parallels the law. In addition, it was easy to 
administer (in terms of format and readability) contained 
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sufficient numbers of items surrounding each component of 
the IEP, was statistically proven and available. It 
should be noted that no other device, designed to assess 
the quality of Massachusetts IEPs specifically, has been 
developed. 
The Training Program 
January 10th, 1991 the pretest parental training 
packet was sent to all 15 participants in this study. 
(See training packet that follows.) The participants 
were asked to complete the pretest assessment devices in 
preparation for March 27, 1991 training session. All 
participants completed the devices as requested and we 
met on March 27, 1991 from 7:00-9:00 p.m. at South High 
Community, 170 Apricot Street, Worcester, Massachusetts. 
The following is the schedule of events, procedures, 
methods and materials used that evening. The training 
packet utilized many of the transparencies developed by 
Dr. Patricia Gillespie-Silver for the Massachusetts 
Department of Education as well as the IEP Qualitative 
Analysis Device developed by Dr. Gillespie-Silver (1986) 
and materials developed by this researcher as a result of 
her experiences. The following represents the issues 
covered and information disseminated March 27, 1991. 
(See Appendix B for complete derivation.) 
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Analysis 
The following statistical measures were determined 
to be the most appropriate: 
The t test has been selected to test the 
significance of the difference between the two means. 
The t test is utilized when the sample size is less than 
30 (as in this study). The test is useful when it is 
necessary to determine the significance of the difference 
between the means of groups that are not randomly 
assigned. In this study, the same group of individuals 
is administered two pretests, exposed to a treatment (the 
parent training program) and retested to determine 
whether the effect of the treatment (training program) is 
statistically significant as determined by mean gain 
scores. For purposes of this analysis, the Parental 
Perception Inventory (PPI) and the Qualitative Analysis 
Device have been grouped according to the specific 
criteria being analyzed. For example: 
Parental Perception Inventory 
(1) Participation as measured by questions 1, 4, 5, 6. 
(2) Evaluation of IEP document as measured by questions 
3, 7, 8, 9. 
(3) Value of IEP document as measured by question 11. 
(4) Value of training as measured by question 12. 
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(5) Special Education program effectiveness as measured 
by question 10. 
IEP Qualitative Analysis Device 
Component Integrity 
(1) Student profile as measured by questions 3-23. 
(2) Current performance levels as measured by questions 
24-28. 
(3) General student centered goals as measured by 
questions 29-33 and 46-52. 
(4) Teaching approach as measured by questions 34-41. 
(5) Service delivery as measured by questions 53-67. 
(6) Monitoring/evaluation techniques as measured by 
questions 42-45. 
Internal consistency 
(1) Student profile as measured by questions 77-78. 
(2) Current performance as measured by question 79. 
(3) Student-centered goals as measured by question 80. 
(4) Teaching approach as measured by question 81. 
Chapter IV reports and analyzes the statistical results. 
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SCHEDULE 
Training Parents in the Individualized Educational Plan 
(IEP) Evaluation Process. 
March 27, 1991 
7:00 p.m. - 9:00 p.m. 
South High Community School 
170 Apricot St. 
Worcester, MA 
1. Introductions - Parents introduce themselves to 
each other. They may, if they had chosen, discuss 
their child's age placement and anything else they 
would have liked to contribute. 
2. Collection of Pretest data 
a. release form (see Appendix B) 
b. PPI (see Appendix B) 
c. IEP Qualitative Analysis Device 
(see Appendix B) 
3. Oral Presentation - (see Appendix B for actual 
overheads that were 
utilized.) 
a. Overhead #1 - A summary of salient issues in 
regards to the IEP was taken from the 
literature review Chapter II. 
b. Overhead #2 - Explains the function of the IEP 
development within the special educational 
program. 
c. Overhead #3 - Explains the development and 
purposes of the IEP Qualitative Analysis 
Device. The specific components of the IEP 
were discussed including: 
d. Overhead #4 - A discussion of the components 
of the student profile. 
e. Overhead #5 - Further broke down the mandated 
components. 
f. Overhead #6 - Provided an example of an 
appropriate, well written student profile. 
88 
g. Overhead #7 - Provided an example of an 
inappropriate, poorly written student profile. 
The existence of educational jargon was discussed. 
The need to develop IEPs written in layman's terms was 
emphasized. A handout containing frequently used jargon 
was distributed. 
At this point the participants were asked to utilize 
the IEP Qualitative Analysis Device to re-evaluate their 
child's IEP. Assistance was available (from this 
researcher) if needed. 
BREAK - A 15 minute break was taken. At this time coffee 
was provided. 
The session resumed with: 
h. Overhead #8 - A discussion of current 
performance levels and information that must 
be contained within each section of the plan. 
i. Overhead #9 - Presented an example of an 
appropriately written IEP and discussion of 
relevant information. 
j. Overhead #10 - Present a poorly written IEP 
and discussed the missing elements. 
At this point, using the IEP Qualitative Analysis 
Device, parents were asked to re-evaluate their 
children's plans - current performance level section. 
k. Overhead #11 - Discussed the relationship 
between goals and objectives. 
l. Overhead #12 - Discussed some pertinent 
questions to ask about goals. 
m. Overhead #13 - Summarized the purposes of the 
IEP document and function of the Team. 
n. Overhead #14 - Emphasized the importance of 
parental involvement in the education of their 
children. 
At this point parents were asked to complete the PPI 
and Qualitative Analysis post test devices at home. 
Self-addressed, stamped envelopes to this researcher were 
provided for the return of the assessment devices. The 
session ended at approximately 9:15 p.m. 
CHAPTER I V 
RESULTS 
This chapter presents the findings of the study. 
Section A reports the biographical data of the special 
education students whose IEPs were analyzed by their 
parents. Section B reports the statistical results derived 
from the Parental Perception Inventory and the IEP 
Qualitative Analysis. These results relate to the general 
questions and corresponding hypotheses listed in Chapter 1. 
Biographical Data 
The fifteen special educational students, whose IEPs 
were analyzed in the study, represent a varied range of 
ages, number of years within the special educational system, 
and program placements. A frequency table, including range, 
has been utilized to describe this population. A breakdown 
of these figures by the three categories of age, years and 
program placements is presented in Tables 1, 2, and 3. 
Table 1 presents the age range of students who's IEPs 
were analyzed in this study. These students ranged in ages 
from a minimum of 3 years to a maximum of 16 years with the 
greatest number of students being age 5. 
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Table 2 presents the amount of time these students have 
spent within the special education system. The minimum time 
spent within the system is 3 months, the maximum amount of 
time is 11 years. The majority of students have been in the 
system for 2 through 4 years. 
Table 3 presents the student’s program prototype place. 
A .2 prototype is equivalent to 25% of school time or less 
spent in special education. A .3 prototype is equivalent to 
60% or less in special education. A .4 or .8 is equivalent 
to greater than 60% or full time special education service. 
Here the majority of students are serviced in the greater 
than 60% to full time special education program. 
Biographical Limitations 
It should be noted that of the fifteen parent 
participants in this study, six husband and wife couples and 
three single women for a total of fifteen participants, are 
included. The married couples each analyzed the same IEPs 
(although independent of one another) and the single women 
analyzed three separate IEPs for a total of nine (six plus 
three) IEPs analyzed. The same IEPs were utilized in the 
pre/post test. Further, the majority of the participants 
represent the white middle to upper middle class educated 
population. None of the participants were teachers, nor had 
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Table 1 
Biographical Data - Age 
Age Frequency Range 
3 2 Minimum 3 
5 5 
6 2 
7 1 
8 2 
10 2 
16 1 Maximum 16 
Total 15 
Table 2 
Biographical Data - Years in Special Education 
Years Frequency Range 
less 1 2 Minimum 3 months 
1 2 
2 4 
3 1 
4 4 
6 1 
11 1 Maximum 11 years 
Total 15 
Table 3 
Biographical Data - Program Placement 
Program Prototype Frequency Range 
.2 2 Minimum .2 
Least Restrictive> 
.3 2 
.4 4 
Most Restrictive> 
.8 7 Maximum .8 
Total 15 
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they been previously trained in the analysis of the IEP 
document. In addition, the small sample size limits the 
reliability of the derived t tests' significance. 
Test of Research Hypotheses 
Hypothesis 1 
Parental perception of their ability to participate in 
the development of their child's IEP document as a Team 
member will change post training as measured by the Parental 
Perception Inventory's (PPI) Questions 1, 4, 5, and 6. 
Hypothesis 1 was tested utilizing the t test on each of 
the four questions. This test determined the significance 
of the difference between the means of groups that were not 
randomly assigned. The alpha was set at the .05 level with 
14 degrees of freedom. The critical table value for df=14 
and alpha .05 in this test is 2.145. For this hypotheses. 
Question 6 exceeded the critical table value at the .05 
level. As can be seen in Table 4, the means for Question 6 
(pre-test 3.27 and post test 2.57) were significantly 
different. That is, parents reported that they were less 
certain that their child's IEP was a product of the entire 
Team's input. 
93 
Hypothesis 2 
Parental perception of their ability to evaluate their 
child's IEP document will change post training as measured 
by Questions 3, 7, 8, and 9. 
Hypothesis 2 was tested utilizing the t test. The 
alpha was set at the .05 level with 14 degrees of freedom. 
The critical table value for df=14 at alpha .05 in this test 
is 2.145. For this hypothesis no t values exceeded the 
critical table value of 2.145. The means presented in Table 
5 for Questions 3, 7, 8, and 9 were not significantly 
different. 
Hypothesis 3 
Parental perception of the value of the training in the 
evaluation of the IEP document will change post training as 
measured by Question 12. For this hypothesis the t value 
did not exceed the critical table value of 2.145; thus, the 
pre and post test mean was not significantly different. 
For Question 12 a pre-test mean of 4.0 indicated that 
parents were unanimous in their support for parent training 
prior to the session and had little room for improvement on 
the scale. 
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Table 4 
Hypothesis 1: Parental perception of participation. 
Pretest Post test 
Question N Mean S.D. Mean S.D. t 
1. I understand the 
IEP Process. 15 3.53 « 00
 
O
J 3.29 .16 -.35 
4. I participate 
in IEP 
development. 
15 3.33 .62 2.87 .64 -2.09 
5. I am treated 
as an equal. 
15 3.4 1.24 3.07 1.03 -.76 
6. IEP product 
of entire 
team’s input. 
15 3.27 1.03 2.57 .76 -2.24* 
df=14 *p<.05 
Table 5 
Hypothesis 2: Parental 
IEP. 
perception of ability to evaluate 
Question N 
Pretest 
Mean S.D. 
Post 
Mean 
test 
S.D. t 
3. Understand 
IEP documents 
components. 
15 3.27 .46 3.67 1.11 1.15 
7. IEP effectively 
written. 
15 2.8 1.15 3.4 .99 1.66 
8. IEP jargon free. 15 2.87 .64 3.27 1.28 1.07 
9. Relationship 
exists quality 
IEP/program. 
15 3.20 .56 3.07 .80 -.60 
df = 14 *p<.0 5 
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Hypothesis 4 
Parental perception of the value of the IEP document 
will change post training as measured by Question 11. 
Again, the t test indicated that the mean was not 
significantly different. These participants already highly 
valued the IEP at the time of the pre-test. 
Hypothesis 5 
Parental perception of their child’s special education 
program's effectiveness will change post training as 
measured by Question 10. 
As can be seen in Table 6, the t test indicated that 
the means for Question 10 was not significantly different. 
The parents agreed, at the time of the pre-test, that their 
child’s special education program meets their child's needs. 
Hypothesis 6 
Parental ability to effectively analyze IEP component 
integrity will change post training in the following areas: 
(a) student profile as measured by Questions 3-23, 
(b) current performance levels as measured by 
Questions 24-28, 
(c) general student centered goals as measured by 
Questions 29-33 and 46-52, 
(d) teaching approach as measured by Questions 34-41, 
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Table 6 
Hypotheses 3, 4, and 5: Parent perception of the value of 
training, document and special 
education program. 
Question N 
Pretest 
Mean S.D. 
Post 
Mean 
test 
S.D. t 
12. Parent 
training 
needed. 
15 4.00 .65 3.67 .49 -1.39 
11. IEP important 
to educational 
program. 
15 3.47 .52 3.67 .82 .74 
10. Special 
education 
meets child's 
needs. 
15 3.2 .41 3.13 .52 -.42 
d f = 14 *p<.05 
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(e) service delivery as measured by Questions 53-67, 
and 
(f) monitoring/evaluation techniques as measured by 
Questions 42-45. 
Hypothesis 6 was tested utilizing fifty-five t tests. 
The t values for the five questions; student profile 
component 7, 8, and 17, teaching approach 37, and service 
delivery 65 were exceeded. Tables 7, 8, and 9 report the 
means and t values for Hypothesis 6. 
Table 7 presents the twenty-one items concerning the 
parents' evaluation of the student profile component. For 
eighteen of these items, there were no significant 
differences in the mean scores between the pre and post 
tests. For three items. Question 7 - Are the methods of 
receiving information cited?. Question 8 - Are the methods 
for remembering information cited?, and Question 17 - Is the 
profile concise?, the t value was exceeded, indicating that 
parents were more critical (indicating the absence of this 
information) of their child's profile after the training 
program. 
Table 8 presents twenty-three items dealing with the 
parent evaluation of the teaching approach and service 
delivery components. For twenty-one of these items there 
were no significant mean score differences. For two items 
Question 37 (Are the teaching strategies specified?) and 
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Question 65 (Is participation in mandated programs 
included?), the t value was exceeded, indicating that 
parents were more critical of the IEP training. 
Table 9 presents four items concerning the 
monitoring/evaluation component of the plan. None of these 
items exceeded the t value indicating that parental 
critiques of the plan did not change significantly after 
training. 
Hypothesis 7 
Parental ability to effectively analyze IEP internal 
consistency will change in the following areas: 
(a) student profile as measured by Questions 77-78, 
(b) current performance as measured by Question 79, 
(c) student centered goals as measured by Question 80, 
and 
(d) teaching approach as measured by Question 81. 
Hypothesis 7 was tested utilizing the t test. The 
alpha was set at the .05 level with 14 degrees of freedom. 
The critical table value for df=14 and alpha at .05 in this 
test is 2.145. For these hypotheses no questions exceeded 
the critical table value of 2.145 thus the conclusion drawn 
was that the means of the data presented in Table 10 were 
not significantly different. 
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Table 7 
Hypothesis 6: Parental ability to analyze Student Profile. 
Component: Student Profile 
Pretest Post test 
Question N Mean S.D. Mean S.D. t 
3. Filled out. 15 2.00 .00 2.00 .00 0.00 
4. Strengths 
clear. 
15 1.73 .46 1.50 .51 -1.42 
5. Needs clear. 15 1.73 .46 1.73 .46 0.00 
6. Learning rate. 15 1.53 .52 1.47 .52 -.42 
7. Methods 
receiving. 
15 1.53 .52 1.13 .35 -2.37* 
8. Methods 
remembering. 
15 1.40 .51 1.07 .26 -2.56* 
9. Methods of 
expressing. 
15 1.47 .52 1.33 .49 .97 
10. Methods 
begin task. 
15 1.40 .51 1.2 .41 -1.81 
11. Methods 
handle task. 
15 1.67 .49 1.47 .52 -1.33 
12. Interests & 
motivations. 
15 1.27 .46 1.2 .41 -.54 
13. Setting. 15 1.76 .47 1.47 .52 -1.42 
14. Physical 
constraints. 
15 1.53 .74 1.20 .68 -1.28 
15. Teaching 
strategies. 
15 1.40 .51 1.40 .51 0.00 
16. Understandable 15 1.93 .26 1.93 .26 0.00 
17. Concise 15 1.93 .26 1.60 .51 -2.56* 
18. No jargon. 15 1.93 .26 1.73 .46 -1.81 
19. No labels. 15 1.79 .58 1.80 .41 .31 
20. Describe 
behavior. 
15 1.60 .51 1.67 .49 .42 
21. Peer 
relationships. 
15 1.33 .49 1.33 .49 0.00 
22.' Adult 
relationships. 
15 1.40 .51 1.33 .49 -.54 
23. Define tech¬ 
nical language. 
15 1.15 .55 .87 .64 -1.11 
df=14 *p<.05 
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Table 8 
Hypothesis 6: Parental ability to analyze Teaching Approach 
and Service Delivery. 
Component: Teaching 
Service 
Question 
Approach 34-41 
Delivery 53-67 
Pretest 
N Mean S.D. 
Post 
Mean 
test 
S.D. t 
34. Approach/ 15 1.93 .26 1.80 .41 -.97 
Methods. 
35. Curriculum 15 1.53 .52 1.67 .49 .97 
specific. 
36. Materials 15 1.47 .64 1.47 .52 0.00 
specific. 
37. Strategies 15 1.87 .35 1.53 .52 -2.56* 
specific. 
38. Teacher 15 1.53 .52 1.60 .51 .42 
interaction. 
39. Physical 15 1.60 .51 1.60 .51 0.00 
environment. 
40. Social 15 1.33 .49 1.20 .41 -1.11 
expressing. 
41. Student 15 1.67 .49 1.80 .41 1.42 
responses. 
53. Services 15 2.00 .00 2.00 .00 0.00 
offered. 
54. Settings 15 2.00 .00 2.00 .00 0.00 
listed. 
55. Location. 15 2.00 .00 1.87 .35 -1.42 
56. Personnel. 15 2.00 .00 1.93 .26 -.97 
57. Beginning 15 2.00 .00 2.00 .00 0.00 
dates. 
58. Frequency/ 15 1.80 .41 1.80 .41 0.00 
duration. 
59. Total hours 15 1.60 .63 1.67 .49 .54 
correct. 
60. Movement 15 1.00 .76 1.00 .76 0.00 
criteria. 
61. Discipline. 15 .40 .63 .20 .56 -1.33 
62. Continuing 15 .47 .64 .20 .56 -1.68 
services. 
63. Graduation. 15 1.27 .80 1.00 1.00 -1.42 
64. Participate 15 1.20 .94 1.07 .96 -.44 
regulated. 
65. Participate 15 1.87 .35 1.60 .74 -2.18* 
mandated 
programs. 
66. Duration. 15 1.73 .59 1.53 .83 -1.81 
67. Transportation. 15 2.00 .00 1.93 .26 .97 
df = 14 *p<.05 
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Table 9 
Hypothesis 6: Parental ability to analyze Monitoring/ 
Evaluation 
Component: Monitoring/Evaluation 
Question N 
Pretest 
Mean S.D. 
Post 
Mean 
test 
S.D. t 
42. Listed. 15 1.40 .74 1.40 .51 0.00 
43. Measures 
learning. 
15 1.07 .92 1.40 .74 .97 
44. Tests measure 
what is taught. 
15 1.40 .63 1.53 .52 .97 
45. Special 
materials. 
15 1.93 . 26 1.80 .41 -.97 
df = 14 *p<.0 5 
Table 10 
Hypothesis 7: Parental ability 
Consistency. 
to analyze Internal 
Component: Student 
Current 
Student 
Teaching 
Profile, Question 77-78. 
Performance, Question 79 
Centered Goal, Question 
1 Approach, Question 81. 
• 
80. 
Question N 
Pretest 
Mean S.D. 
Post 
Mean 
test 
S.D. t 
77. Summarize 
reasons 
referral. 
15 1.27 .59 1.40 .63 1.42 
78. Inferences 
documented. 
15 1.73 .59 1.67 .49 -1.42 
79. Levels 
included. 
15 1.87 .35 1.87 .35 0.00 
80. Goals 
included. 
15 2.00 .00 1.93 .26 -.97 
81. Teaching 
approach. 
15 1.79 .58 2.00 .00 .97 
df = 14 *p<.0 5 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Background 
Parental involvement in the special education process 
is vital to the spirit and intent of Massachusetts General 
Law Chapter 766 and 101-476 (IDEA) (formerly P.L. 94-142 
(EAHCA). This involvement is based on the premise that 
parental participation in special education may have a 
positive effect on children's academic progress. 
Historically (Smith, 1990), research has focused on three 
aspects surrounding the parents role in the IEP process 
including; professionals' perception of parental role 
(Cutler, 1981; Gilliam & Coleman, 1981; Morgan, 1982), 
parents' actual role (Goldstein et al., 1980; Leyser, 1985; 
Vaughan et al., 1988) and parents' perception of their role 
(Lusthaus et al., 1981; Abramson et al., 1983). 
Traditionally parents have not functioned as co-equals on 
the Team (Goldstein et al., 1980), have assumed the role of 
provider and receiver of information (Yoshida et al., 1978), 
and have functioned and remained passive (Vaughan et al., 
1988) often as a result of perception of a lack of skill 
(Abramson, 1983). In spite of their traditionally passive 
roles, parents, in general, have expressed satisfaction with 
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their child’s special education IEP document and educational 
program (Polifka, 1981; Witt, Miller, McIntyre & Smith, 
1984 ) . 
Although the importance of parental satisfaction with 
the educational system cannot be diminished, the potential 
positive outcomes of parental input into the child's total 
educational program cannot be disregarded. Previously cited 
research (Chapters I and II) has documented the need for and 
the resultant positive effects of parental involvement in 
the educational process. In spite of the documentation of 
this need and benefits of parental involvement in the 
education system, the system continues to be lacking in the 
encouragement of effective, co-equal involvement. 
Therefore, the purpose of this study was to investigate 
parental attitudes towards the IEP document and develop and 
implement a training program designed to increase parental 
skills to evaluate the IEP document's effectiveness. The 
desired outcomes were to provide information that would 
prepare parents to adequately respond to their child's 
special educational needs and thus become active, 
participating members of the Team. 
The following section will summarize pertinent data 
gleaned from this study and draw conclusions based on this 
data and related research. 
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Summary and Conclusions 
Hypothesis 1 - Parental Perception Inventory 
This hypothesis tests parental perception of their 
ability to participate in the development of their child's 
IEP document as a Team member. Statistical significance 
(Question #6) was noted and several conclusions may be 
drawn: 
1) The negative parental response to this questions 
suggests that, perhaps, parents do not perceive the 
Team as working cohesively toward the development of 
the end product - the IEP. Prior to the training, the 
parents had agreed (M-3.27-agree) that the plan was a 
product of the entire team's input. Post-training 
(M=2.57-disagree) their responses changed to no, they 
did not agree. Parental change in response to this 
item may have been the result of their realization of 
the importance of their role in the process of the 
development of the IEP document. Further, the 
training's emphasis of the need for active parental 
involvement, and not just mere attendance at the Team 
meeting, may have affected their response. The 
training may have served to further clarify the actual, 
effective parental role. 
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2) In a similar vein. Question »4 statistical significance 
is approached (-2.09=value; critical value=2.145). 
Again the mean changed, M=3.33 agree pre-training to 
M=2.87 disagree post-training, indicating that their 
responses changed from agreeing that they participated 
in the development of the IEP document to no, they did 
not participate. The parents' in depth analysis of 
their child's IEP document may have made them more 
acutely aware of the fact that they had not contributed 
to the actual development of their child's IEP document 
and further that the plan did not reflect their 
perception (because of their lack of participation) of 
the total child. 
The results obtained from this inventory are consistent 
with the previously discussed research. More specifically, 
Lusthaus et al. (1981) discussed parent preference for the 
giving and receiving of information role. Abramson et al. 
(1983) indicated that a large percentage of parents felt 
they had little to contribute. More recently, Vaughan et 
al., (1988) contended that the parental passivity role 
persists. Although, as Turnbull (1980) cautioned, this 
parental passivity cannot be interpreted as parental 
preference. 
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The feelings of inferiority, feelings of lack of 
pertinent information to contribute to the process, and 
apparent preference for this giving and receiving role have 
been substantiated in this research. Although specific 
questions regarding feelings of inferiority, lack of skills, 
and role preference were not directly asked, one might 
conclude, based on the fact that parents continue to remain 
passive in the process, that congruence does exist between 
this study and those previously discussed. 
Chapter II has reviewed this problem in depth. Drawing 
from the research, one might conclude that this lack of 
parental involvement remains constant due to professional 
attitudes in regard to parental status at the Team meeting 
(Yoshida et al., 1978; Cutler, 1981; Gilliam et al., 1981; 
Scanlon et al., 1981; Vaughan et al., 1988), thus forcing 
parents into a pre-determined role and, as to what Turnbull 
(1986) has referred to, ”a self-fulfilling prophecy”. 
Hypothesis 2 
No statistical significance was documented for parental 
ability to evaluate their child's IEP document post 
training. However, several generalizations may be drawn 
from this data: 
1) Parents indicated that they understood the composition 
of the IEP document. 
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2) Parents viewed the IEPs as being more effectively 
written. 
3) Parents viewed the IEPs as containing less jargon. 
Hypotheses 3, 4, 5 
These hypotheses again did not reveal any statistical 
significance, although the following conclusions may be 
drawn: 
1) Parental training is viewed as necessary. 
2) The IEP is viewed as important to the educational 
program. 
3) Special education is viewed as meeting the child's 
academic needs. 
In general one may conclude that parents are basically 
satisfied (agree) with their child's special education 
program, this fact being consistent with the previously 
discussed research of Polifka (1981); Witt et al. (1984); 
Meyer et al. (1987). Parental perception of the value of 
the IEP document (in this study agreement is reached 
regarding quality of the IEP and the educational program) 
provides an interesting contrast to current thinking. Smith 
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(1990) has called for a ’’vigorous revisitation of the IEP" 
and questions the relationship of the document to the 
effectiveness of the educational program. He further 
suggests that this document is one of ’’unproven validity and 
impact" and strongly suggests the need to change, given the 
context of current educational reform. 
As a front-line professional, this researcher strongly 
disagrees with Smith's contentions. In terms of the 
development of a truly individualized educational program, 
the IEP is viewed as an invaluable tool. It is particularly 
useful when a student is new to a program. In addition, the 
IEP gives the teacher a baseline from which to plan an 
effective educational program. In the context of the 
current educational reform movement and the regular 
education initiative's emphasis on the placement of mildly 
handicapped students in the regular education setting, the 
need for effectively written plans cannot be overstated. As 
regular education teachers assume the responsibility for 
educating the mildly handicapped within their academic 
setting, the IEP will again prove itself invaluable. 
Hypothesis 6 
This hypothesis tested parental ability to analyze the 
IEP document component's integrity. The component integrity 
section tests each state mandated IEP component to ensure 
that all essential information is contained within each 
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component. In the student profile component, statistical 
significance was noted for questions 7, 8, and 17. In the 
teaching approach component, significance was noted for 
question #37, and service delivery component question #65. 
Significance was approached in the student profile component 
for questions #10 and #18 and for the service delivery 
component #66. Based on this data, the following 
conclusions may be drawn: 
1) The student profile component of the IEP document lacks 
much of the essential, legally mandated information. 
2) Other pertinent information including teaching 
approach, service delivery and annual duration of the 
program was deficient as well. 
The greatest number of significant items for the 
purposes of this study were found in the student profile 
section. Gillespie-Silver (1986), in her extensive research 
and analysis of the IEP document, has noted that the 
majority of deficiencies lay in the student profile section. 
Additionally, recent research has questioned the efficiency 
of the IEP document. For example. Smith and Simpson (1989) 
and Smith (1990) reported procedural faults with over 50% of 
the IEPs they had analyzed, which lead to Smith's conclusion 
that IEPs did not provide "unique and individualized 
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instructional programs for students.” Deficiencies in the 
IEP document have been noted historically by Schenck and 
Levy (1979), Pyecha et al. (1980), Fieldler and Knight 
(1986) and Gillespie-Silver (1986). This research has 
served to support historic findings. 
The goal of the student profile is the summary of the 
child's unique learning needs and is written in clear, 
concise, objective language. Gillespie-Silver (1986) has 
cited a well-developed profile as critical to the assurance 
of internal consistency for the total plan. As a teacher on 
the front line, this researcher has found the profile 
section to be essential to the delivery of appropriate 
services to special needs students. Further, if the student 
profile is not concisely written, and because of the fact 
that the IEP relies heavily on this accurate information, 
the internal consistency of the entire plan would be in 
question. 
The data gleaned from this research suggests that the 
potential for parents to utilize their IEP evaluative skills 
in the development of an appropriate, effective IEP exists 
and will, in fact, be documented in succeeding sections of 
this paper. The need for increased teacher and Team 
training surrounding the development of this document is 
warranted and has been documented (Nadler and Shore, 1980). 
As an aside, it was interesting to note that parent's 
responses to the existence of jargon did not remain constant 
across the two assessment devices. For the PPI, parents 
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responded post-training that the IEPs were free of jargon. 
For the qualitative analysis device, the parents responded 
that the component did not avoid the use of jargon. Perhaps 
in a close examination of their child's IEP and the 
training's discussion of typical jargon terminology, the 
parents were able to evaluate the child's IEP more 
specifically for the existence/non-existence of these terms. 
A re-examination of this issue is suggested. 
An additional IEP deficit area was in the teaching 
approach and service delivery components. 
The lack of documentation of the information required 
in items #37, #65 and #66 was consistent with the procedural 
differences Smith (1990) noted in his extensive analysis of 
IEP documents. These deficiencies were unfortunate as these 
and items of this type serve to clarify the existent or 
proposed program. 
Hypothesis 7 
This hypothesis tested parental ability to analyze IEP 
internal consistency. Internal consistency determines 
whether or not different components of the IEP relate to one 
another in appropriate ways. No questions exceeded the 
critical t value. Several conclusions were drawn based on 
mean score responses. 
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1) The student profile did not summarize the reasons for 
referral. 
2) The inferences were not documented. 
Again, as in the component integrity analysis, the 
student profile component contained the majority of 
deficient information. As previously stated, IEP 
inadequacies have been documented - and, once again, the 
need for increased training for the Team in IEP development 
is suggested. 
This study was an attempt to assess parents' 
perceptions of the IEP process, provide information that 
would enable them to adequately respond to their child's 
special educational needs, and thus become contributing Team 
members. 
The following letters (pages 115-116) provided by the 
parents in response to this researcher's efforts, will 
attempt to: 
1) demonstrate the need and effectiveness of parent 
training, and 
2) demonstrate the resultant effects of parental 
empowerment and active involvement in this process. 
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Study Limitations 
In a critical analysis of the design and data derived 
from this study, the following conclusions are drawn: 
1) The small population sample size limits the reliability 
of the data gleaned. In addition, the participants 
reflect the similar ethnic, social, educational, and 
economic status, thus not a truly representative 
sample. 
2) The small number of significant items gleaned (six out 
of ninety-two items) Indicate that parent perception 
and IEP evaluative skills did not change dramatically 
post-training. Although, it should be noted that 
change would be difficult given the celling response to 
many items and further that appropriate (yes) responses 
would be expected for many of the items given the 
nature of the questions (i.e. student's name on 
document) and pre-determined, prepared statement 
responses to many items by individual school systems. 
It is important to note that the data gleaned from this 
study is consistent with historical research, thus 
indicating that the situation of parent involvement as 
an active, contributing member of the Team and their 
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participation in the development of an effectively 
written IEP document remains virtually unchanged. 
Therefore, recommendations for future research would 
include: 
1) Increase sample size to include a more representative 
parent population (i.e. ethnic, social, educational and 
economic status) thus increasing the reliability of 
data gleaned. 
2) Utilize IEPs that are different from one another in the 
pre/post test design. 
3) Condense the number of t tests being utilized to 
analyze specific components only (i.e. IEP Questions 3- 
-23 (student profile) collapse these to reflect 
responses to the component in total). 
4) Adapt assessment devices and provide interpreters to 
meet the diverse language, cultural and educational 
needs of a more representative population. 
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Parental Responses 
Mrs. L. 
I wish we had had this information when 
Michael started in special education 11 years ago. 
It seems like our Michael is a student who has 
never received the right help. 
Mrs. E.L. 
We rejected Seth's IEP. Our case went to 
mediation. We used the materials obtained from 
the training sessions to plead our case. We won 
based on our newly acquired skills and self- 
advocacy role. 
Mr. & Mrs. K. 
We enjoyed your session. It's a great 
service. Thanks! 
Mr. & Mrs. D. 
On the way home from your "seminar" on March 
27, both Joanne & I commented about how much 
information we obtained that evening and how we 
became "enlightened" about Matthew's difficulties 
and how they were being addressed. 
We both found it hard to believe that this 
type of informative interface with the parents was 
not part of the standard operating procedure. It 
is our strong opinion that this type of 
informative session should be made available to 
all parents with children in special education 
classes. 
After discussing what we learned earlier in 
the evening, Joanne & I realized that, even though 
we were there helping you compile data for your 
research, it was a benefit to us, as parents, to 
be included in your research. 
116 
With that in mind, we just wanted to take a 
few extra minutes to thank you for allowing us to 
help you with your work. We hope & trust that 
once your colleagues & peers see your results, 
they will agree with your findings. 
Again, thank you and best wishes. 
Again the value, importance, and appreciation for 
parental empowerment has been evidenced. 
The IEP: Past, Present and Future Implications 
The IEP document has been cited as a catalyst for a 
more individualized and specified approach to the education 
of the handicapped (Turnbull et al., 1978). Turnbull (1978) 
further suggested that the IEP has served to increase 
educational accountability as well as fostering the shared 
decision-making process between parents and teachers. The 
IEP has further been described as the "backbone of the 
special education process" (Shore, 1986) and the "blueprint" 
for educational instruction (Gillespie-Silver, 1980). 
Historically, parents have not been involved as 
coequals in this process and, despite the recognition of 
this problem, this study has served to document that this 
problem still persists. In addition, IEPs have not been 
effectively written (as previously documented) and, again, 
this research supported previous findings. This researcher 
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contends that many IEPs are written and have functioned 
merely as "paper compliance” versus the actual intent of the 
mandate. Several questions remain to be answered including: 
the examination of the relationship between the IEP document 
and actual classroom instruction, and the value of the IEP 
in the prescription of a truly individualized approach to 
education. In addition, the need to retrain special 
education professionals in the development of an effective 
document and recognition of the value of the parent's role 
in the Team process has been indicated. The expansion of 
this training model would serve to further document existent 
deficiencies suggest methods to correct these deficiencies, 
and empower more parents so that they may become more 
active, participating members of the Team. 
Mary Beth Faford, Commissioner for the Department of 
Special Education for Massachusetts, at the annual CEC 
(November, 1991) convention recently discussed in her 
opening remarks the problem of over representation of 
special education students in Massachusetts (the percentage 
of identified student ranged from 9.5%-34% statewide). The 
need to change eligibility requirements and invest in 
qualitative integration was proposed. In addition, re¬ 
investment in professional staff development was cited. 
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Recently considerable professional interest has focused 
around the reform of existent special education service 
delivery systems and the delivery of these services to 
students with mild deficiencies within the context of the 
regular education setting. The regular education initiative 
(REI) deserves serious consideration given the current 
trends in increases in the special education population 
(over referral and over representation). As part of his 
educational reform package. Governor William Weld suggested 
(October, 1991) that student profiles be written for all 
students in Massachusetts. Given the REI movement and 
Governor Weld's proposal, it is most apparent to this 
researcher that the present need to and future need of 
effectively written plans and parental involvement in this 
process cannot be over-emphasized. 
APPENDIX A 
QUESTIONAIRES AND CONSENT FORMS 
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126 Richmond Avenue 
Worcester, MA. 01602 
January 10, 1991 
Dear Parents, 
Thank you for participating in my research study 
entitled Training Parents in the Individualized Educational 
Plan (IEP) Evaluation Process. 
Please complete the following tasks: 
(1) Read and sign the Written Consent Form - Questionnaire. 
(2) Complete the Individual Education Plan Parent 
Perception Inventory Questions 1-12. 
(3) Using your child's current Individualized Education 
Plan: 
a. Read the Definition of Terms in the IEP Qualitative 
Analysis. 
b. Complete the 5 page IEP Qualitative Analysis Device 
by: 
1. Answer questions by checking Yes, No or NA (not 
applicable). Please note that many IEPs do not 
follow the same format (especially the 
computerized ones) but all the information 
listed here must be present in all plans. In 
this case it may be necessary to refer to the 
specific component titles such as "Student 
Profile" or "Student Centered Goals" etc...to 
complete this analysis. 
2. Make a notation of any questions or concerns 
that you may have. Answer all questions to the 
best of your ability. There is no right or 
wrong for the purposes of this research. This 
is merely an assessment of your perception of 
the plan and the process. 
3. Please do not discuss or compare your results 
with your spouse or anyone else that you may 
know who is involved in this research. 
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January 10, 1991 
4. We will be gathering together at a mutually 
convenient time for the brief training session 
and a re-evaluation of your child's 
IEP effectiveness in the near future. 
Again, thank you in advance for your help. I could not 
implement a study of this nature without it. Should you 
have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact 
me at the above address or at telephone # 754-2109 after 
school hours. 
Sincerely, 
Denise A. O'Connell, M.Ed. 
Candidate, Doctor of Education 
University of Massachusetts 
Amherst, MA 
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Written Consent Form--Questionnaire 
Training Parents in the Individualized Educational 
Plan (IEP) Evaluation Process 
Research conducted by Denise A. O'Connell 
As a doctoral student at the School of Education at the 
University of Massachusetts at Amherst, my individual 
research focuses on the investigation of parental attitudes 
toward the IEP document and the development of a training 
program for parents of special needs students, specifically 
in regards to the analysis of the effectiveness of the IEP 
document. As parents of a special needs child, your 
responses to my Parental Perception Inventory and the IEP 
Qualitative Analysis is the information around which my 
research will be focused. Results of my research will be 
available for review by June, 1991. Any questions you have 
regarding my research can be addressed to me at: 
126 Richmond Avenue, Worcester, MA 01602. 
Telephone 508-754-2109. 
The questionnaire and training program will take 
approximately 1 hour to complete. In all the documentation 
that may result from your questionnaire and resulting 
analysis, I will not use your child's name, your address or 
school district. Complete anonymity is guaranteed. I will 
utilize the results in my dissertation and any subsequent 
journal articles, presentations, reports or academic work 
that may result as a result of my research. 
You may withdraw your consent and discontinue your 
participation at any time. Please notify me in writing of 
such intent. 
In signing this form, you agree to the use of the materials 
in your questionnaires as indicated above. Finally, in 
signing this form, you are stating that no medical treatment 
will be required by you from the University of Massachusetts 
should any physical injury result from participating in 
completing these questionnaires. 
I_have read the above statement and agree to 
participate in completing the attached PPI and IEP 
Qualitative Analysis questionnaires under the conditions 
stated above. 
Signature of Participant Date 
Signature of Researcher Date 
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PRETEST 
Individual Educational Plan Parent Perception Inventory 
Name _ 
Child's Age _ 
Special Education Placement 
Years in Special Education 
Please circle your response: SA=Strongly Agree A=Agree 
D=Disagree SD=Strongly Disagree U=Undecided 
1. I understand the process by which SA A D SD U 
which my child's IEP document is 
to be developed. 
2. I understand the assessment SA A D SD U 
reports concerning my child's 
needs. 
3. I understand the specific SA A D SD U 
components of the IEP document 
and how these components relate 
relate to one another (e.g. IEP's 
current performance levels to 
goals/objectives). 
4. As a result of my understanding SA A D SD U 
of the IEP document, I participate 
in its development. 
5. I am satisfied that I am treated SA A D SD U 
as an equal member of my child's 
TEAM. 
6. My child's IEP is the product of 
the entire TEAM'S input. 
SA A D SD U 
7. I am satisfied that my child's 
IEP is effectively written. 
SA A D SD U 
8. My child's IEP is free from 
technical jargon. 
SA A D SD U 
9. I believe that a relationship 
exists between the quality of 
SA A D SD U 
my child's IEP document and 
the effectiveness of his/her 
education program. 
O'Connell, D.A. 1990 
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10. My child’s special educational SA A 
program attempts to meet his/her 
educational needs. 
11. My child’s IEP is an important SA A 
part of his/her total special 
educational program. 
12. I believe that there exists a SA A 
need to train parents in the 
evaluation of their child's 
IEP document's effectiveness. 
D SD U 
D SD U 
D SD U 
O'Connell, D.A. 1990 
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POST TEST 
Individual Educational Plan Parent Perception Inventory 
Name _ 
Child's Age _ 
Special Education Placement 
Years in Special Education 
Please circle your response: SA=Strongly Agree A=Agree 
D=Disagree SD=Strongly Disagree U=Undecided 
1. I understand the process by which SA A D SD U 
which my child's IEP document is 
to be developed. 
2. I understand the assessment SA A D SD U 
reports concerning my child's 
needs. 
3. I understand the specific SA A D SD U 
components of the IEP document 
and how these components relate 
relate to one another (e.g. IEP's 
current performance levels to 
goals/objectives). 
4. As a result of my understanding SA A D SD U 
of the IEP document, I participate 
in its development. 
5. I am satisfied that I am treated SA A D SD U 
as an equal member of my child's 
TEAM. 
6. My child's IEP is the product of 
the entire TEAM'S input. 
SA A D SD U 
7. I am satisfied that my child's 
IEP is effectively written. 
SA A D SD U 
8. My child's IEP is free from 
technical jargon. 
SA A D SD U 
9. I believe that a relationship 
exists between the quality of 
SA A D SD U 
my child's IEP document and 
the effectiveness of his/her 
education program. 
O'Connell, D.A. 1990 
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10. My child's special educational SA A 
program attempts to meet his/her 
educational needs. 
11. My child's IEP is an important SA A 
part of his/her total special 
educational program. 
12. I believe that there exists a SA A 
need to train parents in the 
evaluation of their child's 
IEP document's effectiveness. 
O'Connell, D.A. 1990 
D SD U 
D SD U 
D SD U 
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PRETEST 
IEP QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS 
Teacher _____ 
PURPOSE: To provide useful feedback to staff members in 
regard to the development of IEP's. Your IEP for 
_ was reviewed on_. 
Comments are provided below for each component. 
**Step One: Review Page One and answer the following 
questions:** Yes No NA 
1. Is all the information on Page One 
filled out? _ _ _ 
2. Has everyone signed? _ _ _ 
**Step Two: Turn to Page Two and read the STUDENT PROFILE** 
**Step Three: Answer the following questions about the 
COMPONENT INTEGRITY of the Student Profile** 
3. Is the component filled out? _ _ _ 
4. Are the student's strengths clearly 
apparent to the reader? _ _ _ 
5. Are the student's needs clearly 
apparent to the reader? _ _ _ 
6. Is the student's learning rate and 
accuracy cited? _ _ _ 
7. Are the student's methods of taking 
in information cited? _ _ _ 
8. Are the student's methods of 
remembering information cited? _ _ _ 
9. Are the student's methods of 
expressing information cited? _ _ _ 
10. Are the student's methods of 
beginning a task cited? _ _ _ 
11. Are the student's methods of 
handling a task cited? _ _ _ 
12. Are the student's interests and 
motivations cited? _ _ _ 
13. Are the settings where the student 
learns best cited? _ _ _ 
14. Does this component cite the student's 
physical constraints or lack of any? _ _ _ 
15. Does the student profile suggest 
strategies for teaching the child? _ _ _ 
16. Is the student's profile 
understandable? _ _ — 
17. Is the student's profile concise? _ _ — 
Silver Wings Associates, 1986 
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„ Yes No NA 
18. Does this component avoid the use 
of jargon? 
19. Does this component avoid the use 
of labels? _ _ 
20. Does this component describe 
student behaviors? _ _ 
21. Does this component describe the 
student's relationship with classmates? _ _ _ 
22. Does this component describe the 
student's relationship with adults? _ _ _ 
23. Does this component define technical 
language? _ 
**Step Four: Turn to Page Four of the Individualized 
Education Plan and read the second column, CURRENT 
PERFORMANCE LEVEL** 
24. Are current performance levels 
included on the document? _ _ _ 
25. Are current performance levels 
concrete? _ _ _ 
26. Is the entry level stated? _ _ _ 
27. Are observable actions and signs of 
current performance levels cited? _ _ _ 
28. If tests or curriculum grade level 
scores are cited, are they referenced? _ _ _ 
**Step Five: Read the first and third columns on Page Four 
GENERAL STUDENT CENTERED GOALS AND PRIORITY NUMBER, and 
answer these questions** 
29. Are goal statements included on 
the document? _ _ _ 
30. Are priority numbers assigned 
to each goal? _ _ _ 
31. Are goal statements stated as 
outcome statements? _ _ _ 
32. Are goal statements written in 
long-term (annual) expectations? _ _ _ 
33. Do the goal statements include the 
direction of expected change? _ _ _ 
**Step Six: Read the contents of the last column on Page 
Three, TEACHING APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY/MONITORING AND 
EVALUATION TECHNIQUES/SPECIALIZED EQUIPMENT AND MATERIALS, 
and answer the following questions about TEACHING APPROACH 
AND METHODOLOGY** 
34. Are teaching approaches and 
methodologies stated? _ _ — 
Silver Wings Associated, 1986 
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_ Yes No NA 
35. Is the curriculum specified? _ 
36. Are the materials specified? 
37. Are teaching strategies specified? 
A) in terms of teacher interaction? _ _ _ 
B) structuring physical environment? _ _ _ 
C) social environment? _ _ _ 
D) student responses? _ _ _ 
**Step Seven: Reread the MONITORING AND EVALUATION 
TECHNIQUES and then answer the following questions** 
38. 
39. 
Are monitoring/evaluation techniques 
listed? 
Are there frequent measures of 
learninq? 
— — 
40. Do the monitoring/evaluation techniques, 
especially standardized tests, 
appropriately measure what is tauqht? 
41. Is there a listing of special 
materials or equipment needed to 
carry out the teaching approach 
or evaluation techniques? 
**Step Nine: Turn to Page Five of the IEP, scan the page. 
and 
42. 
answer the following questions** 
Are all the columns filled out 
including the direction of the IEP? 
43. Are the objectives stated in terms 
of the learner? 
44. Are the objectives stated as 
quarterly objectives? 
45. Do the objectives cite the mode of 
presentation ("conditions”)? 
46. Do the objectives cite the student's 
observable actions? 
47. Do the objectives cite standards of 
performance? 
48. Are the objectives ordered according 
to difficulty? 
**Step Ten: Turn to Page Two of the Individualized 
Education Plan document, scan the chart labeled SPECIAL 
EDUCATION SERVICE DELIVERY, and answer the following 
questions** 
49. Are the types of services offered 
listed? _ _ 
50. Are the types of settings listed? _ _ 
Silver Wings Associates, 1986 
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51. 
52. 
53. 
54. 
55. 
56. 
57. 
58. 
59. 
Are the locations for instruction 
listed? 
Are the personnel listed? 
Are the projected dates of the 
beginning of services listed? 
Are the frequencies and durations 
of services listed? 
Are the total hours of services 
correctly added? 
Does criteria for movement to a less 
restructive prototype include entry 
level skills in concrete, measurable 
terms? 
Does the ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
section list: 
a) decisions regarding discipline? 
b) recommendations for continuing 
services for students who are 
two years prior to graduation 
or their twenty-second birthday? 
c) expectations/criteria/plans for 
graduation? 
d) participation in the regular 
education and physical education 
program (e.g. classes)? 
e) all other applicable information 
(e.g. participation in mandated 
testing programs, transitional 
programs)? 
Is the annual/daily duration of 
program listed? 
Is the transportation plan listed? 
Yes No 
**Step Eleven: Turn to Page Six labeled Response to 
Educational Plan and answer the following question** 
1. Has (have) the parent(s) checked off 
one of the option choices? 
2. If the parent(s) reject(s) a portion(s) 
of the IEP, is it (are they) noted in 
the appropriate space? 
3. Has (have) the parent(s) signed and 
dated the IEP? 
4. Has the principal signed and dated 
the IEP? 
5. Has the special education administrator 
signed the IEP? 
6. Has the Director of the accepting 
facility signed the IEP document? 
Silver Wings Associates, 1986 
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**Step Twelve: Turn to Page Seven of the IEP and answer the 
following questions** 
Yes No NA 
1. If a child is in a grade in which 
mandated testing is administered, 
has (have) parent(s) checked off one 
of the two options available to them? _ _ _ 
2. If option two is selected, are the 
tests listed? _ _ _ 
3. Has the parent signed and dated 
the form? 
MEASURING INTERNAL CONSISTENCY 
**Step Thirteen: Reread the Student Profile Section on Page 
Two of the Individual Education Plan and answer the 
following questions** 
1. Does the Student Profile summarize 
the reasons for referral? _ _ _ 
2. Are the inferences documented 
(e.g., "based on the WRAT, the student 
has a reading problem")? _ _ _ 
**Step Fourteen: Reread the Current Performance Level on 
Page Tree of the Individualized Education Plan and answer 
this question** 
3. Are current performance levels included 
for each area of need addressed in the 
Student Profile? _ 
**Step Fifteen: Reread the Student Centered Goals on Page 
Three of the Individualized Education Plan and answer this 
question** 
4. Are goal statements included for each 
current performance level? _ _ _ 
**Step Sixteen: Reread the Teaching Approach and 
Methodology section on Page Three and answer this question** 
5. Are the teaching approaches consistent 
with need areas and learning style in 
the student profile? _ _ _ 
Silver Wings Associates, 1986 
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**Step Seventeen: Reread the Student Centered Objectives on 
Page Four of the Individualized Education Plan and answer 
these questions** 
Yes No NA 
6. Are the objectives subtasks of goal 
statement? 
7. Do the objectives match the student’s 
profile, especially conditions and 
student responses? _ 
**Step Eighteen: Turn to Page Three and reread the 
information included. Answer the following questions** 
8. Does the description of the student’s 
participation in regular education and 
physical education match the student's 
learning style, needs, performance 
levels, and/or teaching strategies? 
Note discrepancies, if any. _ _ 
9. Do the modification in state-mandated 
testing match the learning style and 
teaching approaches? _ _ 
10. Does modification in discipline 
match social/emotional needs and 
strategies listed in: 
a) student profile? _ _ 
b) teaching approach section? _ _ 
11. Are continued services under 
Chapter 688 included? _ _ 
12. Do criteria for graduation match: 
a) current performance levels? _ _ 
b) teaching modifications, 
e.g. substitutions for foreign 
language requirement? _ _ 
13. Is a description of support services 
to teachers included? _ _ 
14. Is a justification for daily or 
annual durations of total education 
programs included? _ _ 
TOTAL COMPONENT INTEGRITY 
TOTAL INTERNAL CONSISTENCY 
REVIEWED BY:__ 
YES _NO 
YES _NO 
Silver Wings Associates, 1986 
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POST TEST 
IEP QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS 
Teacher __ 
PURPOSE: To provide useful feedback to staff members in 
regard to the development of IEP's. Your IEP for 
_ was reviewed on_. 
Comments are provided below for each component. 
**Step One: Review Page One and answer the following 
questions:** Yes No NA 
1. Is all the information on Page One 
filled out? _ _ _ 
2. Has everyone signed? _ _ _ 
**Step Two: Turn to Page Two and read the STUDENT PROFILE** 
**Step Three: Answer the following questions about the 
COMPONENT INTEGRITY of the Student Profile** 
3. Is the component filled out? _ _ _ 
4. Are the student's strengths clearly 
apparent to the reader? _ _ _ 
5. Are the student's needs clearly 
apparent to the reader? _ _ _ 
6. Is the student's learning rate and 
accuracy cited? _ _ _ 
7. Are the student's methods of taking 
in information cited? _ _ _ 
8. Are the student's methods of 
remembering information cited? _ _ _ 
9. Are the student's methods of 
expressing information cited? _ _ _ 
10. Are the student's methods of 
beginning a task cited? _ _ _ 
11. Are the student's methods of 
handling a task cited? _ _ _ 
12. Are the student's interests and 
motivations cited? _ _ _ 
13. Are the settings where the student 
learns best cited? _ _ _ 
14. Does this component cite the student's 
physical constraints or lack of any? _ _ _ 
15. Does the student profile suggest 
strategies for teaching the child? _ _ _ 
16. Is the student's profile 
understandable? _ _ — 
17. Is the student's profile concise? _ _ — 
Silver Wings Associates, 1986 
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18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
- 2 - 
Yes No NA 
Does this component avoid the use 
of jargon? 
Does this component avoid the use 
of labels? 
Does this component describe 
student behaviors? _ _ 
Does this component describe the 
student's relationship with classmates? _ _ _ 
Does this component describe the 
student's relationship with adults? _ _ _ 
Does this component define technical 
language? _ 
**Step Four: Turn to Page Four of the Individualized 
Education Plan and read the second column, CURRENT 
PERFORMANCE LEVEL** 
24. Are current performance levels 
included on the document? 
25. Are current performance levels 
concrete? 
26. Is the entry level stated? 
27. Are observable actions and signs of 
current performance levels cited? 
28. If tests or curriculum grade level 
scores are cited, are they referenced? 
**Step Five: Read the first and third columns on Page Four 
GENERAL STUDENT CENTERED GOALS AND PRIORITY NUMBER, and 
answer these questions** 
29. Are goal statements included on 
the document? _ _ _ 
30. Are priority numbers assigned 
to each goal? _ _ _ 
31. Are goal statements stated as 
outcome statements? _ _ _ 
32. Are goal statements written in 
long-term (annual) expectations? _ _ _ 
33. Do the goal statements include the 
direction of expected change? _ _ _ 
**Step Six: Read the contents of the last column on Page 
Three, TEACHING APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY/MONITORING AND 
EVALUATION TECHNIQUES/SPECIALIZED EQUIPMENT AND MATERIALS, 
and answer the following questions about TEACHING APPROACH 
AND METHODOLOGY** 
34. Are teaching approaches and 
methodologies stated? 
Silver Wings Associated, 1986 
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35. 
Yes No NA 
Is the curriculum specified? 
36. Are the materials specified? 
37. Are teaching strategies specified? 
A) in terms of teacher interaction? 
B) structuring physical environment? 
C) social environment? 
D) student responses? 
— — 
**Step Seven: Reread the MONITORING AND EVALUATION 
TECHNIQUES and then answer the following questions** 
38. Are monitoring/evaluation techniques 
listed? 
39. Are there frequent measures of 
learninq? 
40. Do the monitoring/evaluation techniques, 
especially standardized tests, 
appropriately measure what is tauqht? 
41. Is there a listing of special 
materials or equipment needed to 
carry out the teaching approach 
or evaluation techniques? 
**Step Nine: Turn to Page Five of the IEP, scan the page. 
and answer the following questions** 
42. Are all the columns filled out 
includinq the direction of the IEP? 
43. Are the objectives stated in terms 
of the learner? 
44. Are the objectives stated as 
quarterly objectives? 
45. Do the objectives cite the mode of 
presentation ("conditions”)? 
46. Do the objectives cite the student's 
observable actions? 
47. Do the objectives cite standards of 
performance? 
48. Are the objectives ordered according 
to difficulty? ■ ■ 
**Step Ten: Turn to Page Two of the Individualized 
Education Plan document, scan the chart labeled SPECIAL 
EDUCATION SERVICE DELIVERY, and answer the following 
questions** 
49. Are the types of services offered 
listed? _ _ 
50. Are the types of settings listed? _ _ 
Silver Wings Associates, 1986 
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51. 
52. 
53. 
54. 
55. 
56. 
57. 
58. 
59. 
Are the locations for instruction 
listed? 
Are the personnel listed? 
Are the projected dates of the 
beginning of services listed? 
Are the frequencies and durations 
of services listed? 
Are the total hours of services 
correctly added? 
Does criteria for movement to a less 
restructive prototype include entry 
level skills in concrete, measurable 
terms? 
Does the ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
section list: 
a) decisions regarding discipline? 
b) recommendations for continuing 
services for students who are 
two years prior to graduation 
or their twenty-second birthday? 
c) expectations/criteria/plans for 
graduation? 
d) participation in the regular 
education and physical education 
program (e.g. classes)? 
e) all other applicable information 
(e.g. participation in mandated 
testing programs, transitional 
programs)? 
Is the annual/daily duration of 
program listed? 
Is the transportation plan listed? 
Yes No 
**Step Eleven: Turn to Page Six labeled Response to 
Educational Plan and answer the following question** 
1. Has (have) the parent(s) checked off 
one of the option choices? 
2. If the parent(s) reject(s) a portion(s) 
of the IEP, is it (are they) noted in 
the appropriate space? 
3. Has (have) the parent(s) signed and 
dated the IEP? 
4. Has the principal signed and dated 
the IEP? 
5. Has the special education administrator 
signed the IEP? 
6. Has the Director of the accepting 
facility signed the IEP document? 
Silver Wings Associates, 1986 
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**Step Twelve: Turn to Page Seven of the IEP and answer the 
following questions** 
Yes No NA 
1. If a child is in a grade in which 
mandated testing is administered, 
has (have) parent(s) checked off one 
of the two options available to them? _ _ _ 
2. If option two is selected, are the 
tests listed? _ _ _ 
3. Has the parent signed and dated 
the form? 
MEASURING INTERNAL CONSISTENCY 
**Step Thirteen: Reread the Student Profile Section on Page 
Two of the Individual Education Plan and answer the 
following questions** 
1. Does the Student Profile summarize 
the reasons for referral? _ _ _ 
2. Are the inferences documented 
(e.g., "based on the WRAT, the student 
has a reading problem")? _ _ _ 
**Step Fourteen: Reread the Current Performance Level on 
Page Tree of the Individualized Education Plan and answer 
this question** 
3. Are current performance levels included 
for each area of need addressed in the 
Student Profile? _ 
**Step Fifteen: Reread the Student Centered Goals on Page 
Three of the Individualized Education Plan and answer this 
question** 
4. Are goal statements included for each 
current performance level? _ _ _ 
**Step Sixteen: Reread the Teaching Approach and 
Methodology section on Page Three and answer this question** 
5. Are the teaching approaches consistent 
with need areas and learning style in 
the student profile? _ _ _ 
Silver Wings Associates, 1986 
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**Step Seventeen: Reread the student Centered Objectives on 
Page Four of the Individualized Education Plan and answer 
these questions** 
Yes No NA 
6. Are the objectives subtasks of goal 
statement? _ 
7. Do the objectives match the student's 
profile, especially conditions and 
student responses? _ 
**Step Eighteen: Turn to Page Three and reread the 
information included. Answer the following questions** 
8. Does the description of the student's 
participation in regular education and 
physical education match the student's 
learning style, needs, performance 
levels, and/or teaching strategies? 
Note discrepancies, if any. _ _ 
9. Do the modification in state-mandated 
testing match the learning style and 
teaching approaches? _ _ 
10. Does modification in discipline 
match social/emotional needs and 
strategies listed in: 
a) student profile? _ _ 
b) teaching approach section? _ _ 
11. Are continued services under 
Chapter 688 included? _ _ 
12. Do criteria for graduation match: 
a) current performance levels? _ _ 
b) teaching modifications, 
e.g. substitutions for foreign 
language requirement? _ _ 
13. Is a description of support services 
to teachers included? _ _ 
14. Is a justification for daily or 
annual durations of total education 
programs included? _ _ 
TOTAL COMPONENT INTEGRITY 
TOTAL INTERNAL CONSISTENCY 
REVIEWED BY:__ 
YES _NO 
YES _NO 
Silver Wings Associates, 1986 
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The IEP: 
the ‘cornerstone of the law" 
a legal document 
a management tool 
the formal device by which the 
realization of an appropriate 
education is achieved 
controversial, perplexing 
excessive paperwork (some teacher’s 
viewpoint) 
a critical technique for an 
appropriate education 
a product of the TEAM decision - 
making process 
Efficacy 
crucial, unanswered question 
Computerization Is valuable provided 
individualization is not lost. 
(A Summary of the IEP document taken 
from literature review Chapter II) 
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The IEP Qualitative Analysis 
The instrument we will be using was developed by: 
Dr. Patricia Gillespie-Silver 
University of Massachusetts 
Amherst, MA 
Criteria for Analysis 
(1) Component integrity - tests the 
state mandated IEP components to 
ensure that all essential 
information is contained within 
each component. 
(2) internal consistency - determines 
whether or not different components 
relate to one another in appropriate 
ways. 
For example: Are the goal statements 
logical extensions of 
the student’s assessed 
performance? 
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STUDENT PROFILE 
HOW THE CHILD . . . 
• RECEIVE8 . . . 
• INTERPRETS . . . 
• RETAINS . . . 
• EXPRESSES INFORMATION 
HOW THE CHILD MANAGES 
A TASK 
THE RATE THE CHILD LEARNS 
THE CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH 
(S)HE LEARNS (MOTIVATIONS, INTEREST) 
PHYSICAL CONSTRAINTS 
STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES IN 
COGNITIVE AND AFFECTIVE 
DOMAINS 
(QILLESPIE-SILVER, 1979) 
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Educational "jargon” 
is frequently found 
in lEPs. 
I have defined 
some commonly 
used jargon in 
layman’s terms. 
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EDUCATIONAL JARGON 
1. Aphasia - neurological problem that results in an 
inability to speak (expressive aphasia) or 
understand (receptive aphasia). 
2. Attention - ability to focus in on something either 
by seeing or hearing for a specific period of time. 
3. Auditory association-ability to relate a sound to a 
sound (phoneme) Ex. "t" in time = "t" in touch, etc. 
4. Auditory channel (modality) - using your hearing 
abilities in order to learn. 
5. Auditory to visual association - Mmm = letter M 
(printed symbol). 
6. Aural - process that is basically auditory. 
7. Closure - (Visual, auditory) the ability to 
determine what a word is (or picture, etc.) from its 
component parts. 
8. Decoding - ability to correctly "read" or 
"understand" stimulus. 
9. Discrimination - determine likes and differences 
between sounds and symbols. 
10. Disinhibitlon - getting carried away in one's 
thoughts (an inability to control this). 
11. Encoding - verbal, written language expression. 
12. Expressive language - ability to communicate orally 
or in writing. 
13. Figure - ground ability to separate from surrounding 
environment by seeing or hearing. 
14. Hyperactivity - an unusual amount of movement given 
learner's age and physical setting where movement is 
taking place. 
15. Instructional level - point at which teacher's help 
is needed. Following instruction learner should be 
able to continue to work independently. 
16. Kinesthetic - awareness of and adjustment to one's 
environment in terms of body movement. 
14 8 
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17. Modality - avenues of Input - may include auditory, 
visual, tactual, kinesthetic, olfactory and 
gustatory. 
18. Multi-sensory - using all modalities in order to 
learn (vision, hearing, touching, etc.). 
19. On-task behavior - learning activity directed 
specifically towards the task as specified by the 
teacher. 
20. Perception - a lower level of learning which 
pertains to the visual and auditory processing of 
information which includes auditory and visual; 
figure-ground, closure, localization, attention and 
memory. 
21. Receptive language - ability to apply meaning to 
words - understand spoken, written word. 
22. Sequencing - ability to remember order both by 
seeing or hearing. 
23. Visual channel - using your seeing abilities in 
order to learn. 
(O'Connell, 1991) 
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Now we will diecuse specific 
components of the educational plan. 
Please note: 
Two Sample Student Profiles are 
included. 
The "Good Example” provides all the 
information that a teacher needs to 
know in order to effectively teach 
the child. 
The ’Poor Example’” 
Please note: 
Name misspelled (Kieth for Keith). 
No useful information for 
instructional purposes included. 
Please start to re-review your plans 
Step 3, Page 1 
Step 13, Page 4 
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GOOD EXAMPLE 
EXAMPLE OF A STUDENT PROFILE 
Michael, a 4 year old boy, demonstrates strengths in 
language development, certain areas of cognition (e.g. 
problem solving) and fine motor development, while he 
exhibits weaknesses in self-help skills and social skill 
development. Michael is able to solve problems, perceive 
similarities and differences in objects and determine 
causes and effect relationships; however, he is limited 
in his ability to form concepts and recognize shapes and 
colors. During play, he appears curious and exploratory. 
He demonstrates interest and ability in tasks requiring 
fine motor skills such as painting, drawing, handling 
clay and manipulating small objects. In the area of 
language, Michael understands what is said to him as 
evidenced by his ability to follow two step directions 
presented orally; however, he frequently requires visual 
aids to comprehend a story. Although Michael's speech is 
unintelligible at times, his vocabulary seems adequate 
for his purposes. He expresses himself in three or four 
word sentences. He understands and uses information 
quickly and retains what he learns provided he is given 
adequate practice and demonstration. Michael's social 
skills and self-help skills are not age-appropriate. He 
mostly engages in parallel play, is unwilling to share 
materials, and has difficulty waiting his turn. He 
rarely initiates contact with peers. With teachers, 
Michael will listen and observe when new activities are 
demonstrated but will rarely seek help from a teacher to 
complete a task. He tends to brush away any physical 
contact and dislikes being close in proximity to teachers 
and peers. However, verbal praise from adults sometimes 
serves to reinforce Michael's accomplishments. Although 
Michael learns new things quickly and shows eagerness to 
attempt new activities on his own, he attempts activities 
without considering all possible alternatives or self- 
correcting. Because Michael is unable to focus on 
specific tasks for time periods longer than five minutes, 
it is difficult to assess his competency in all skill 
areas. There are no apparent physical constraints. 
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The page containing 
current levels of 
performance is also 
a critical part of 
the plan. 
This page must list 
very specifically: 
Tests administered. 
Entry level skills 
(what the child knows) 
As well as any other 
information. 
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Let’s look at 2 examples. 
"Good Example’ 
Very specific details 
child’s entry level 
skills. 
"Poor Example’ 
Vague information. 
Elementary level could mean 
Kindergarten - 6th grade. 
(This is a high school student.) 
Please review your plans. 
Step 14 Page 4 
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Important Points to Remember 
- Parents are their children’s first and 
primary teachers. 
- No one knows your child better than 
you do. 
- A Nation at Risk reported that; 
parents convey their beliefs 
regarding education’s importance 
and significance to their children. 
Recent polls indicate (Gallup & NEA) 
Parents and teacher alike desire 
increased contacts. 
Although- 
Special Education laws (94-142, 766) 
have served to increase the home/ 
school communication lines without 
encouraging active parental 
involvement. 
Empowered parents are more viable 
and productive in their family and 
community interactions and as a 
result more "in tune* to their 
children’s needs. 
(Swick, 1988) 
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SUMMARY 
The IEP document can be viewed 
as a product of the team’s decision 
making process for meeting the 
chiid’sindividual needs. Rather 
than keeping such documents 
merely for accountability purposes, 
the IEP document can serve as a 
"blueprint” for instruction. 
Service providers can work closely 
in developing a comprehensive and 
integrated program for the child. 
No gaps or overlaps in the child’s 
program will occur if the document 
is internally consistent, i.e. goals 
are based on the student profile and 
current level of performance and so 
forth. Monitoring and evaluating 
strategies are implemented to assure 
the efficiency of the teaching 
strategoes and service delivery plan. 
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